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Current Topics. 


The United States Note. 

WE COMMENCE in another column a statement of the recent 
American Note on British Naval Policy. It raises legal con- 
tentions which are eminently worthy of consideration. 
Admittedly British practice in the present war departs in 
certain important matters from former practice. In point of 
law the question is whether the accepted rules are elastic 
enough to admit their development to meet existing circum- 
stances. The practice of taking neutral vessels into port for 
search, and the attempt to cut off supplies from Germany by 
a “‘long-distance ’’ blockade, are, it seems, the main points at 
issue, and it is unnecessary to attempt at once to express an 
opinion on the cogency of the American arguments. There 
is a tendency in some quarters to assert that Great Britain 
has a general right to prevent supplies from reaching Germany, 
but technically, at any rate, it seems necessary to base any 
such action on the doctrines either of contraband or blockade. 
The Order in Council of 11th March, establishing the 
‘‘blockade’’ of Germany, is expressed to be by way of retalia- 
tion, and retaliatory measures should not affect neutrals; but 
there is apparently ground for supporting it as a true measure 
of blockade. We have, however, to face the fact that this war 
is being fought in a way different to previous wars; on a vaster 
scale, and, on the side of Germany, with a disregard of civilian 
immunities not known in modern times. In themselves these 
facts may not justify interference with neutral rights; but if 
British naval power can be exerted so as to bring economic 
pressure to bear upon Germany, this is a more humane and 
effective mode of ending the war than the continuation of the 
present slaughter of combatants and non-combatants; and 
under such conditions Great Britain can probably rely on 
American sympathy, even though the economic measures may 
prejudice American interests. 


Mr. J. Balfour Browne, K.C. 

BARRISTERS PRACTISING in the Committee Rooms of the 
Houses of Parliament are much interested in the announce- 
ment of the retirement of Mr. J. H. Batrour Browne, K.C., 











the undoubted leader of what has been called ‘‘ The Golden 
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Gallery.’’ Mr. Browne was at an early stage of his career 
the Registrar and Secretary of the Railway Commission, and 
a legal author of much care and learning. He is, however, 
best known as a consummate advocate and a master of the 
details of cases of the utmost complication and difficulty. The 
prospects of the Parliamentary Bar at present are, it may be 
noticed, decidedly gloomy. The war and Government regula- 
tions consequent upon it have so far stopped the supplies of 
capital that municipal corporations and the principal railway 
companies have practically withdrawn from the promotion of 
undertakings of a public nature. 


The Power to Suppress a Newspaper. 


VERY WIDE power to make Regulations for the Defence of the 
Realm is conferred on the King in Council by the Defence 
of the Realm Consolidation Act, 1914. These powers are 
supplemented by the vague inherent power of the Pre- 
rogative in time of war. It is necessary, therefore, to be 
cautious before saying that any of the Regulations made in 
pursuance of these powers are ultra vires. But certainly the 
wide power of search, seizure, and confiscation conferred on 
any “‘competent naval and military authority’’ by Regula- 
tion 51 of the Consolidated Regulations seems to go further 
than the terms of the Act will support. Section 27 of the 
Regulations make it an ‘‘ offence against the Regulations ’ 
to make certain false statements or reports, whether these 
reports are made orally or in writing or in a printed publica- 
tion. Then Regulation 51 provides that, wherever any com- 
petent naval or military authority ‘‘has reason to suspect ’’ 
that (inter alia) ‘‘ any premises or things therein ’’ are being 


used ‘‘ in any way prejudicial to the public safety or the defence 
of the Realm, or that an offence against these Regulations is 
being committed therein,’’ he can enter on these premises by 
force, search them, and seize anything found therein which he 
has reason to suspect is being used for any such purpose as 


aforesaid, and the same may be destroyed. 


Executive Action under the Defence Act. 


Apparently, under the wording of the Regulation, the naval 
or military authority can do all this (1) without the intervention 
of a magistrate and his order, (2) without hearing any evidence 
on the part of anyone, and (3) even although he is in fact 
mistaken in his opinions or suspicions. The only condition 
precedent to the exercise of his power is that he should have 
“‘ reason to suspect ’’ that an offence is being committed—4.e., 
a ‘reasonable ground of suspicion ’’ on his part is enough, 
whether or not well-founded in fact. But it is by no means 
clear that the power to make Regulations of this sweeping 
kind is to be found in the Defence of the Realm Act. 
Section 1 (1), which confers the general power, seems to con- 
template Regulations ‘‘ which authorize the trial by courts- 
martial or . . . by courts of summary jurisdiction, and 
punishment of persons committing offences against the Regula- 
tions.’’ It does not appear to contemplate Regulations dealing 
with matters not incidental to an offence and its punishment. 
Sub-section (2) gives special power to make Regulations for the 
‘suspension of restrictions on the acquisition and use of 
land ’’ ; and sub-section (3) gives certain powers of an executive 
kind in respect of factories and their plant to the Army 
Council and the Admiralty. But nowhere does one find any 
express power to make Regulations authorizing a mere executive 
official, without resort to the judiciary, to seize and condemn 
publications or other property. Our readers can judge for 
themselves whether the seizure and suppression of the Glohe 
newspaper last Saturday was justified by its conduct in pub- 
lishing and persisting in a false report of Lord KitcHEener’s 
resignation. That requires no comment by us. And the 
search and seizure may have to be effected promptly. But the 
final confiscation would seem properly to depend on a judicial 
hearing, and not on a mere use of executive authority. The 
Regulations, it must be remembered, are of general applica- 
tion, and may be applied against persons of very different 
opinions, 





The Position of Special Constables. 

Tue case of Commissioner of Police v. Hancock (59 
Sonicrrors’ JourNAL, p. 727) has been reversed by the 
Divisional Court. The point was one of importance to 
special constables, and the decision of the learned 
police-magistrate at Old-street caused a good deal of 
discussion among police officers and Watch Committees. 
Put briefly, the point was this. Special constables are 
appointed by virtue of an old statute, the Special 
Constables Act of 1835, which provides for their appointment 
and dismissal by Justices of the Peace. (Under various 
Metropolitan statutes the Commissioner of Police is himself 
a justice for the Metropolis, a point which does not seem to 
have been raised in the argument of the case.) Now, the 
recent Special Constables Act of 1914 gave to the Secretary 
»f State power to make regulations in respect of five matters 
affecting the ‘‘ position ’’ of special constables ; but no mention 
is made in the Act of power to ‘‘dismiss,’’ although power 
to ‘‘appoint ’’ is vested in the Commissioner of Police. One 
of the regulations made under these statutory powers, how- 
ever, does confer on certain superior officers power to dismiss 
a special constable; and this power had been exercised in 
Hancock's case. The magistrate held that the regulation was 
ultra vires, that no power to dismiss a special constable can be 
vested in the Commissioner or Chief Constable, and that the 
dismissal of Hancock was invalid. This result was very incon- 
venient, and one is not surprised that the High Court did its 
best to find a way out of the dilemma, This was found by 
holding that the ‘‘ position ’’ of a constable includes his status 
generally—the commencement, fulfilment, and termination of 
his office. A power to make regulations in respect of his 
‘« position ’’ therefore confers power to make a regulation pro- 
viding a mode of terminating that position by dismissing him. 


Perils of the Sea, 

ALTHOUGH THE matter was at one time open to doubt, it 
was finally decided by the House of Lords in Thames and 
Mersey Marine Insurance Co. v. Hamilton, Fraser, & Co. 
(12 A. C. 484) that where a policy insures against ‘‘ perils of 
the seas . . . and all other perils, losses, and misfortunes that 
have and shall come to the hurt, detriment, or damage of the 
ship,’’ the latter words are not to be construed as covering 
other perils ‘‘in general,’’ but, on the ejusdem generis prin- 
ciple, are limited to perils of the same genus as perils of the 
sea. Even if the policy adds a clause extending the insurance 
to risks in port, the perils must still be ‘‘ perils of the sea,” 
although occurring in port; the area is extended, but not 
the genus of the perils. This doctrine has just been carried a 
stage further by the House of Lords in Stott (Baltic) Steamers 
(Limdted) v. Marten and Others (reported elsewhere). Here 
a policy against ‘‘ perils of the sea’’ in the above words 
had attached to it the conditions of the Institute Time Clauses, 
clause 3 of which extends the policy to “‘ ports, docks, pon- 
toons,’’ &c., and clause 7 of which is as follows :— 

This insurance also specially to cover (subject to the special free 
of average warranty) loss of or damage to hull or machinery, 
through the negligence of master, mariners, engineers, or pilots, or 
through explosions, bursting of oilers, breakage of shafts, or 
through any latent defect in the machinery or hull, provided such 
loss or damage has not resulted from want of due diligence by 
the owners of the ship or any of them or by the manager. Masters, 
mates, engineers, pilots, or crew not to be considered as ‘part owners 
within the meaning of this clause should they hold shares in the 
steamer. 

It was held that this clause did not cover injury done by a 
boiler which was being loaded into the hold ; for such damage 
is not ‘‘ a peril of the sea.”’ 


Patentees and Exclusive Licensees, 

Section 36 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907 (which is 
a re-enactment in substance of section 30 of the Patents, &c., 
Act, 1883), provides as follows :— 

“* Where any person claiming to be the patentee of an invention, 
by circulars, advertisements, or otherwise, threatens any other per 
son with any legal proceedings or liability in respect of an alleged 
infringement of the patent, any person aggrieved thereby may 
bring an action against him, and pay obtain an injunction against 
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the continuance of such threats, and may recover such damage (if 
any) as he has sustained thereby, if the alleged infringement to 
which the threats related was not, in fact, an infringement of 
any legal rights of the person making such threats: Provided that 
this section shall not apply if the person making such threats with 
due diligence commences and prosecutes an action for infringement 
of his patent.” 
This was intended to discourage a patentee from barking 
when he does not intend to bite, and to prevent a patentee 
from interfering with trade on the strength of a patent, which, 
if its validity were challenged, would not hold water. The 
section under notice (or its predecessor) has often been dis- 
cussed in court, but (except to a slight extent in Temler v. 
Stevenson & Sons, 15 R. P. C. 24) not until the recent case of 
the Diamond Coal Cutter Co. v. Mining Appliances Co. (ante, 
p. 42) as to the meaning of “‘ any person claiming to be the 
patentee of an invention’’; “‘ patentee’’ being defined by 
section 93 of the Act of 1907 as meaning (‘‘ unless the context 
otherwise requires’’) ‘‘ the person for the time being entitled 
to the benefit of a patent.’’ In this case the defendants were 
exclusive licensees for the United Kingdom under certain 
patents belonging to a German subject. Threats complained 
of were contained in two circulars, and the question was 
whether by these circulars the defendants were claiming to be 
patentees—1.e., persons entitled to the benefit of the patents. 
The Court of Appeal held that they were not ; but were claim- 
ing to be, what they, in fact, were, exclusive licensees, and 
(per Warrincton, L.J.) that if a person claims merely to be 
a licensee, even an exclusive licensee, he does not claim to be 
patentee. The plaintiffs’ application for an interlocutory 
injunction consequently failed. We think this decision is 
right in principle, but we agree with Warrincton, L.J., that, 
as to the construction of the circulars, the case was ‘‘ near the 
line.’’ Before parting with the subject we may mention (1) 
that if a person who has no patent at all claims to be the 
patentee of an invention he is liable to an action under the 
section ; (2) that the agents of a patentee not claiming them- 
selves to be patentees are not liable under the section; and 
(3) that verbal threats are generally, and, we think, rightly, 
considered to be within the section. 


Non-Performance of Promise to Marry. 

AN INTERESTING question as to which little guidance is to be 
obtained from reported cases is suggested by the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Jefferson v. Paskell (Times, 30th ult.). 
The defendant had promised to marry the plaintiff, but had 
refused to perform his contractual undertaking on the ground, 


alleged by him, that the promisee had contracted tuberculosis. 
The parties were on the point of marrying when the plaintiff 
became ill, and a doctor, experienced in diseases of the chest, 
induced her to enter a sanatorium, where her sister—a con- 


sumptive patient—was already an inmate. This was done by 
the doctor in the belief that the defendant suffered from 
tuberculosis, although—as doctors sometimes do in cases of 
this kind—he called the disease ‘‘ pleurisy,’’ so as not to alarm 
the patient. The defendant paid £100 for the plaintiff’s 
treatment, paid other expenses incurred in connection with 
the marriage, and offered to do what he could for the plaintiff, 
but in view of her supposed condition of health he refused to 
marry her. In July, 1913, another doctor examined the lady, 
and certified that she was not, nor ever had been, in a tuber- 
culous condition. In these circumstances the plaintiff sued 
the defendant for breach, and recovered £500 as damages. 
Now, in an action for breach of promise to marry, the plaintiff 
has to allege that she is ‘‘ ready and willing’’ to marry the 
defendant ; and it was accepted as good law by the Court of 
Appeal that such ‘‘ readiness ’’ includes physical fitness for 
matrimony—just as it includes legal capacity to enter into the 
marriage relationship. Prima facie, then, the burden of 
proving this is on the plaintiff. But this burden of proof, the 
Court held, is discharged prima facie by the defendant’s 
appearance at the trial apparently in good health, and by the 
medical certificate produced by her. The burden of proof 
then shifts upon the defendant. This Lord Justice SwINFEN 
Eapy, in his able judgment, regarded, rather oddly, as follow- 













ing from the general principle, Hi qui affirmat non ei qui negat 
incumbit probatio: per Lord Haussury in Wakelin v. London 
and South-Western Railway Co. (12 A. C., p. 45). Since the 
defendant failed to discharge this onus of proof, the jury were 
justified in finding against him. Incidentally, the Court held 
that honest belief in the plaintiff’s bodily unfitness does not 
excuse non-performance of his promise by the defendant, and, 
therefore, is irrelevant to the points in issue. On the whole, 
although the case is a very hard one for the defendant, this 
decision seems legally correct. The real moral is that breach 
of promise actions are not in the public interest, since there 
are many cases in which eugenic and other considerations which 
the law ignores, and must ignore, will render it impossible for 
a conscientious defendant to carry out his undertaking. 


Setting aside Deeds of Arrangement. 

AN IMPORTANT decision as to the scope of section 23 of the 
Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1914, has been given by the Court 
of Appeal in Re Wilson (Times, 6th inst.). Section 23, which 
gives the Bankruptcy Court jurisdiction in certain matters 
arising out of deeds of arrangement, is in the following 
terms :— 

Any application by the trustee under a deed of arrangement 
which either is expressed to be or is in fact for the benefit of the 
debtor’s creditors generally, or by the debtor or by any creditor 
entitled to the benefit of such a deed of arrangement, for the 
enforcement of the trusts or the determination of questions under 
it, shall be made to the Court having jurisdiction in bankruptcy 
in the district in which the debtor resided or carried on business 
at the date of the execution of the deed. 


In the present case a deed of arrangement had been executed 
by an attorney for a debtor, who was on active service in 
France, under a power of attorney given for the purpose ; but 
the debtor, on his return to this country, desired to set it 
aside, and he applied to the county court having jurisdiction 
in bankruptcy for a declaration that it was void on various 
grounds; amongst others, that it required execution by the 
debtor personally. The county court judge heard the case on 
the merits, and decided against the debtor, and so did the 
Divisional Court; but in the latter court the preliminary 
objection was raised and overruled—though with some hesi- 
tation—that section 23 did not apply. But the Court of 
Appeal have held that this objection was well founded, and 
have dismissed the debtor’s appeal on that ground. An 
application under the section must be either for ‘‘ the enforce- 
ment of the trusts,’’ or ‘‘the determination of questions 
under’’ the deed. But an application to set the deed aside 
falls under neither head; certainly not under the first, nor 
does it ask for the determination of a question ‘‘ under ’’ the 
deed. For some purposes a-deed is recognized even when it is 
set aside; where, for instance, trustees of a voluntary settle- 
ment, who have properly, though unsuccessfully, defended it, 
are allowed their costs out of the property (Merry vy. Pownall, 
1898, 1 Ch. 306). But that is another matter. Section 23 
does not authorize an application to the Bankruptcy Court to 
set aside the deed, though probably this is the most convenient 
court to exercise the jurisdiction. 


”? 


Taking Advantage of a Blunder. 

In a recent case in one of the Metropolitan police-courts 
the wife of a soldier was charged with obtaining money under 
false pretences, the evidence in support of the charge being 
that, by means of a mistake in the spelling of her name, she 
had received two separation allowances from the Post Office, 
being entitled to one only. In the words of the magistrate, 
the fraud did not originate with the woman, but she dis- 
honestly took advantage of the blunder. Similar cases must 
be common enough. We have heard that a retired trades- 
man often amused himself by sitting near the entrance to a 
crowded omnibus and offering to pass the fares from persons 
sitting at a distance to the conductor. In handing back the 
change he dexterously added one or two pence, and was pleased 
to see that the excess was nearly always retained by the 
person who received it. But the law relating to theft by 


$1 Cs THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. Nov. 13, 1915 _ 





taking advantage of a mistak> is by no means clearly settled. 
In Reg. v. Ashwell (16 Q. B. D. 190) Keocu, meaning to lend 
AsHWELL a shilling, put into his hand a coin which at the 
time each believed to be a shilling. It was a sovereign, and 
Asuwe Lt found this out an hour afterwards, and kept it. 
The question whether this was larceny or not was twice argued, 
the last time before fourtean judges. Seven thought that it 
was and seven that it was not larceny, and the result was that 
the’ conviction stood. Many persons will think that time 
would be mote profitably spent in framing an enactment to 
deal with similar cases than in discussing the refinements of 
an archaic law. 


Duty of Occupier of Land to Fence Excavations 
Therein. 

A case which came recently before the Fourth Chamber of 
the Tribunal of the Seine strongly resembled Hownsell v. 
Smyth (7 C. B. N.S. 731) and later English authorities affect- 
ing the obligations of the occupier of unenclosed land to fence 
dangerous excavations which have been made in it. It 
appeared that in Nanterre there were quarries from which 
slabs of stone were formerly taken for use in the buildings of 
Paris. A different kind of stone has of late been substituted, 
and the quarries are no longer worked. The deceased, a 
widow, sixty-two years old, on a dark afternoon in December, 
in order to save time, made a short cut along a path adjoin- 
ing one of these quarries, and was found dead at the bottom of 
a deep excavation which had been left unfenced and 
unguarded. An action was brought against the occupier of 
the quarry, alleging a breach of duty on his part. The 
Court, mainly on the ground that the deceased was a mere 
licensee, who must take the permission with its concomitant 
conditions and it may be perils, gave judgment for the 
defendant. In this country it might be necessary to take 
account of statutory obligations to fence such places. We may 
add that the date of the accident, 13th December, 1913, is 
no strong testimony in favour of the despatch of business in 
the French courts. 








The Attorney-General to the 
Prince of Wales. 


Mr. Georce Cave, K.C., had been Attorney-General to the 


Prince of Wales only since March, 1914. His predecessors 
during the last forty years were four in number. Lord Justice 
THESIGER was appointed in 1877, and after a few months was 
made a Lord Justice. Sir CHartes Haut succeeded him, and 
held the office until 1892, when he became Recorder of 
London. Sir Henry James followed him in 1892, and con- 
tinued until he became Lord James or Hererorp in 1895. 
This was perhaps the most remarkable appointment of the 
whole series. Sir Henry James had twice been the Crown 
Attorney-General, and had refused the Lord Chancellorship. 
Moreover, both Sir Cuartes Hatt and Sir Henry James 
were distinguished for the social intimacy and friendship they 
enjoyed, as Attorneys-General, with the Prince who became 
Epwarp VII. Mr. C. A. Cripps, Q.C., now Lord Parmoor, 
was the next Attorney-General to the Prince until 1901, when 
the Prince became King, and the present King Grorce V. 
Prince of Wales. Mr. Cripps was then appointed Attorney- 
General to the new Prince. In 1914 he received his peerage ; 
and Mr. Cave has held the office since. Like all his pre- 
decessors mentioned, Mr. Cave lays down this honour to take 
a higher position of dignity or emolument. It has been either 
a peerage or a high judicial office; but Mr. Cave is the first to 
pass from the Attorneyship to the Prince to be a Law Officer 
of the Crown. 

The Attorney-General of the Prince of Wales is the first 
in status and privilege of the Attorneys-General below the 
King’s Law Officers. On behalf of the Prince of Wales, as 
Duke of Cornwatt, he may sue on the Prince’s behalf in the 





High Court, whilst the Attorneys-General of the Counties 
Palatine are not recognized as such in the High Court, their 
right being merely to conduct the business of the Crown in 
those Courts. While Lord Chief Justice CoLERIDGE was 
Attorney-General in 1873, the Northern Circuit Bar pro- 
tested against the Attorney-General of the County Palatine 
of Durham, Mr. AspinaLt, not being briefed in a prosecution 
for murder at the Durham Assizes (R. v. Cotton, 12 Cox 
C. C. 400). The Attorney-General denied the existence of the 
right, and maintained the discretion of the Treasury; and 
Mr. AsPINALL was not briefed. Although the Queen Con- 
sort sues and is sued by her Attorney-General, no appointment 
has been made in the present Queen’s household. Any 
appointment seems to b2 made ad hoc, as when BroucHa and 
DENMAN were appointed on the accession of Queen CHARLOTTE 
as her counsel. 


The Liabilities of Members of 
Unincorporated Clubs. 


A LARGE number of the general public are, we understand, 
under the firm impression that the committee of an unincor- 
porated members’ club is duly authorized to pledge the credit 
of every member for the rent and covenants of the club house, 
the goods supplied to the club, the work done at the house, and 
other like items; that the house and servants may be pro- 
perly called by a member his house and servants; and that it 
is quite erroneous to suppose that the personal liability of a 
member, either to the creditors or for the committee’s indemni- 
fication, is limited by the amount of his entrance fee, his annual 
subscription, and his club bills. 

It would be very interesting to trace the origin of such an 
impression. We are disposed to think that in the reign of 
William IV. it may have been held on circuit, the view taken 
being that such a club was a partnership, and the members, 
therefore, mutual general agents for each.other in all such 
transactions as pertained to the society’s business. One would 
be curious to learn whether the situation was considered to have 
been in anywise altered where it was complicated by the fact 
of a few members being under age. When, however, the sub- 
ject came to be judicially considered, the fallacy of this view 
was perceived, and it was adjudged that the proper principles 
to apply in cases of the sort were those generally of principal 
and agent, instead of those of partnership: Flemyng v. Hector 
(2 M. & W. 172); see also Harrington v. Sendall (1903, 1 Ch. 
921). Clearly, that was a conclusion of prime importance, and 
one which opened a new vista, and one certainly more narrow, 
and probably less seductive, to the tradesfolk and any other 
would-be creditors of the society. 

It follows that anyone whose lot it is to advise on a case 
of the nature under consideration, must ask himself the plain, 
straightforward questions—Has the committee any authority 
whatever to act as the agent on behalf of the proposed de- 
fendant? And, if so, does the transaction in question come 
within the scope of that authority ? 

‘Better to elucidate the matter, assume an action for goods 
supplied on credit by the order of C, the committee of an un- 
incorporated members’ club, is brought by T, a tradesman, 
against M, a member of the club. What has T to prove to 
sustain his case? Either that C represents M for the purpose 
of bringing M into contractual relations with T, or that M 
approved or ratified the contract, and took the obligations 
thereof upon himself. Doubtless T will establish his case if he 
be in a position to prove that M was cognisant of the order, 
and authorized it, or held himself out as personally responsible 
upon it to T (Re St. James’ Club, 2 De G. M. & G. 383; Todd 
v. Emly, 8 M. & W. 505); but the circumstances are un- 
usual when a tradesman is in this satisfactory position. And 
to prove that C represents M, T must shew that C had express 
or ostensible authority, C, as one knows, being the mere in- 
strument of the contracting capacity and the contracting will 
of M. And it must be confessed that generally T will find it 
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very difficult to satisfy a jury on the point, or, should we rather 
put it, to prevent being nonsuited. The constitution of a club 
is proved by its rules, and these rules are binding on every 
member: Haggett v. Musgrave (2 Car. & P. 556); and, of 
course, they may confer on C an authority to pledge the joint, 
or the joint and several, credit of the members. But if, and 
where, the rules do this—and we believe they will seldom be 
found to go so far—the further question arises whether C must 
not exercise thé power by conjoint action. Further, the mere 
fact that C is the manager of the club does not amount to the 
holding him out by M as having authority to pledge the latter’s 
credit: Flemyng v. Heetor (ubi sup.); Todd v. Emly (ubi 
sup.). ; 

In truth, if the constitution of an ordinary members’ club 
be carefully considered, it will, we believe, generally be found, 
first, that the scheme is to create, by means of the annual sub- 
scriptions and the cash payment of club bills, a fund to meet 
the current expenses, and to have this fund duly administered 
by a committee; secondly, that there is no expectation 
that this committee will ever have, under these sound 
arrangements, to purchase or deal on credit, nor is 
there any intention that it should do so; and thirdly, 
that it is anticipated that the body of members will 
generally be unknown to any tradesmen, and be often 
changing. It emerges that the basal principle on which such 
societies are usually founded is the very excellent and provident 
one of cash on delivery. If, in such case, the committee choose 
to contract on credit when the fund is low and insufficient, 
surely that is the affair of him who gives, and them who take, 
the credit. At any rate, a plaintiff in an action against an 
individual member, in order to succeed, must be prepared to 
shew that this member assented to the committee trading in a 
manner entirely different from that which was contemplated by 
the constitution of the society. 

These preliminary observations will better prepare an in- 
quirer to consider the judgment in Wise v. The Perpetual 
Trustee Co. (1903, A. C. 139), a modern case that is certain 
to be referred to in all future cases on the subject. The trus- 
tees, not the committees, of a club were the officials interested 
in this case, the facts being that the trustees of the Cercle 
Frangaise, a club at Sydney, New-South Wales, incurred lia- 
bility under some onerous covenants in the lease accepted by 
them on behalf of the society. It was held that the trustees 
were not entitled to indemnity from the members, in the 
absence of any rule imposing such a liability upon the members, 
but only to such indemnity as could be obtained out of the 
property of the society: another conclusion of outstanding 
significance, and one which also affirms the cases we have 
already mentioned. And the following remarks (p. 149), 
taken from the judgment of the Privy Council—a clear-cut, 
utilitarian exposition surely shewing the hand of Lord 
MacnaGHten or Lord LinpLeEyY—are well worthy of being 
memorized : — 

Clubs are associations of a peculiar nature. They are societies 
of which the members are perpetually changing. They are not 
partnerships; they are not associations for gain; and the feature 
which distinguishes them from other societies is that no member 
as such becomes liable to pay to the funds of the society, or to 
—— else, any money beyond the subscriptions required by the 
rules of the club to be paid so long as he remains a member. It 
is upon this fundamental condition, not usually expressed but under- 
stood by everyone, that clubs are formed; and this distinguishing 
feature has been often judicially recognized. It has been so recog- 
nized in actions by creditors and in winding-up proceedings : see 
Flemyng v. Hector (ubi sup.) and Re St. James’ Club (ubi sup.). 

The scientific lawyer will regard the result as an excellent 
and instructive example of the application of the law of 
agency, while the attention of a casuist or a controversialist 
may be excited. To the latter it may appear to savour of a 
scandal that a respectable tradesman should supply goods on 
credit to a club of ladies or gentlemen, and run any risk of 
not getting properly paid. Has not the tradesman, however, 
himself to blame for his improvident complacence in not seeing 
to his own security, and ascertaining the powers of the person 
who gave the order, and the true position? Myopoea in busi- 


Nov. 13, 1915 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 60.] 55 


other hand, a club were a partnership, and every member liable 
to its creditors, a member having paid on the spot for what he 
got would, at the request of any creditor, have to pay over 
again; and inasmuch as it is human nature to discriminate 
against substantial defendants, a wealthy member might, at 
such request, have to pay, without a chance of indemnity, for 
the amenities enjoyed and the food had by deceased and ex- 
travagant members—surely a responsibility, sufficiently appar- 
ent, undefined, and serious, that would, if it existed, hinder 
many prudent persons from becoming members of an unincor- 
porated members’ club. 








American War Documents. 


(Continued from 59 Soticrrors’ Journat, p. 690.) 


The American Protest against British Policy—There has been a 
considerable interval since the dispatch of the last of the British 
Notes, to which the Note from the United States, which was pub- 
lished last Monday, is a Reply. The most important of the later 
Notes was that of 23rd July, the purport of which we have fully 
stated. We propose now to state—without in this place any com- 
ment—the contents of the present American Note. 

The Note commences by expressing regret that the British 
Government has not exercised its belligerent rights, as it announced 
that it would, “with every possible consideration for the interest 
of neutrals,’’ and so as to cause “the least possible amount of in- 
convenience to persons engaged in legitimate trade’’ ; and that it 
has not observed its assurance that its measures would, in practice, 
not unjustifiably infringe upon the neutral rights of American 
citizens engaged in trade and commerce; and the Note makes the 
complaint that “interferences with American ships and cargoes 
destined in good faith to neutral ports and lawfully entitled to 
proceed have become increasingly vexatious, causing American 
shipowners and American merchants to complain to their Govern- 
ment of the failure to take steps to prevenf an exercise of belligerent 
power in contravention of their just rights.” And as regards the 
trade statistics on which the British case has been based, it is 
pointed out that the comparative values in these fail to take account 
of the increased prices of commodities resulting from a state of 
war, or to make any allowance for the diminution in the volume 
of trade which the neutral countries in Rurope previously had 
with the nations at war, a diminution which compelled them to 
buy in other markets. Passing to specific complaints, the Note 
deals successively with (1) The Detention of Vessels; (2) The 
Blockade Measures ; and (3) Prize Court Jurisdiction and Practice. 

(1) Detention of Vessels—The complaint on ‘this head is that the 
detentions have not been uniformly based on proofs obtained at 
the time of seizure, but many vessels have been detained while 
search was made for evidence of the contraband character of 
cargoes, or of an intention to evade the non-intercourse measures of 
Great Britain. Hence the seizures have been made in many cases 
on bare suspicion of enemy destination, or occasionally of enemy 
origin. The Note protests against taking vessels into port for 
search, and contends that there should be no seizure when a search 
made at sea produces no evidenee which in itself justifies the seizure. 
It relies on the instructions issued to naval commanders of. the 
United States, Great Britain, Russia, Japan, Spain, Germany, and 
France from 1888 to the beginning of the present war, as shewing 
that search in port was not contemplated by the Government of any 
of these countries. ‘On the contrary, the context of the respective 
instructions shows that search at sea was the procedure expected to 
be followed by the commanders. All of these instructions impress 
upon the naval officers the necessity of acting with the utmost 
moderation, and in some cases commanders are specifically in- 
structed, in exercising the right of visit and search, to avoid undue 
deviation of the vessel from her course.” (And it is pointed out 
that text-writers give practically no consideration to the question 
of search in port, outside of examination in the course of regular 
Prize Court proceedings. The Note denies that any such search 
at sea took place during the American Civil War, except perhaps 
by virtue of irregularities at the beginning of the war. In all cases 
captures were made as stated in the American Note of 7th Novem- 
ber, 1914, on “evidence found on the ship under investigation and 
not upon circumstances ascertained from external sources.” 
copy of the instruction issued to American naval officers on 18th 
August, 1862, for their guidance during the Civil War, is appended 
to the present Note. It is denied also that “modern conditions "— 
i.e., the size of modern merchant ships and the intricacy of trade 
operations—furnish any justification for bringing vessels into port 
for search, This question has been submitted to an American board 
of naval experts, and their opinion is in favour of the practicability 
and convenience of search at sea. 





ness, as well as in national affairs, is inexcusable. If, on the 
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sidered in reference to contraband, and it is contended that the 
capture must be justified if at all by the evidence found on the 
ship, and that given by the ship's officers and crew. It is stated 
to be the “well-established and long-settled practice to consider 
at the first hearing only the ship’s papers and documents, and 
the goods found on board, together with the written replies of the 
officers and seamen to standing interrogatories taken under oath, 
alone and separately as soon as possible, and without communica- 
tion with, or instruction by, counsel, in order to avoid possibility 
of corruption and fraud. Additional evidence was not allowed to 
be introduced except under an order of the Court for ‘ further 
proof,’ and then only after the cause had been fully heard upon 
the facts already in evidence, or when this evidence furnished a 
ground for prosecuting the inquiry further.’’ This, it is said, has 
been both American and British Prize Court practice for over a 
century. But it “has been changed by the British Prize Court 
rules adopted for the present war by the Order in Council of the 
5th August, 1914. Under these new rules there is no longer a‘ first 
hearing ’ on the evidence derived from the ship, and the Prize Court 
is no longer precluded from receiving extrinsic evidence for which a 
suggestion has not been laid in the preparatory evidence. The 
result is that innocent vessels or cargoes are now seized and de- 
tained on mere suspicion, while efforts are made to obtain evidence 
from extraneous sources to justify the detention and the com- 
mencement of prize proceedings. ‘he effect of this new procedure 
is to subject traders to risk of loss, delay, and expense so great and 
so burdensome as practically to destroy much of the export trade 
of the United States to neutral countries of Europe.’’ Objection is 
also taken to the rule laid down in the Order in Council of 29th 
October, which throws the burden of proof as to the non-contra- 
band character of the goods upon the claimant in cases where 
the goods are consigned “ to order’’ or the consignee is not named, 
or the consignee is within enemy territory. The British conten- 
tion is that this is justified by Zhe Bermuda (3 Wall. 515), and that 
there the captor was allowed to establish enemy destination by “all 
the evidence at his disposal.” But it is pointed out that 7'he 
Bermuda was not a case of the original evidence required for 
seizure, but of “ further proo!’’ when the vessel was already before 
the Prize Court. And so, too, is The Sir William Peel (5 
Wall. 517). Hence it is argued these oases cannot be properly 
cited as supporting the course of a British captor in taking a vessel 
into port there to obtain extrinsic evidence to justify him in 
detaining the vessel for prize proceedings. The Note also protests 
against the contention “that the greatly increased imports of 
neutral countries adjoining Great Britain’s enemies raise a pre- 
sumption that certain commodities, such as cotton, rubber, and 
others more or less useful for military purposes, though destined 
for those countries, are intended for re-exportation to the 
belligerents who cannot import them directly, and that this fact 
justifies the detention for the purpose of examination of all vessels 
bound for the ports of those neutral countries, notwithstanding the 
fact that most of the articles of trade have been placed on the 
embargo list of those countries." Such a presumption, it is said, 
is too remote from the facts, and offers too great opportunity for 
abuse by the belligerent, who could, if the rule were adopted, 
entirely ignore neutral rights on the high seas and prey with im- 
punity upon neutral commerce ; and such a rule of legal presump- 
tion cannot be acceded to, as it is opposed “ to those fundamental 
principles of justice which are the foundation of the jurisprudence 
of the United States and Great Britain.”’ 

It is pointed out also that the British Government admit that 
the British exports to those countries have also materially in- 
creased since the present war began. “Thus, Great Britain con 
cededly shares in creating a condition which is relied upon as a 
sufficient ground to justify the interception of American goods 
destined to newtral European ports.’’ The point is made that under 
the rule of evidence set up by the British Government, the in- 
crease of British exports itself enables the presumption of enemy 
destination to be applied to American cargoes, and thus the 
American trade would suffer to the extent that British trade 
benefited by the increase. “ Great Britain cannot expect the United 
States to submit to such manifest injustice or to permit the rights 
of its citizens to be so seriously impaired.” And as to export 
to neutral countries, it is contended that “ when goods are clearly 
intended to become incorporated in the mass of merchandise for 
sale in a neutral country, it is an unwarranted and inquisitorial 
proceeding to detain shipments for examination as to whether 
those goods are ultimately destined for the enemy's country or use. 
Whatever may be the conjectural conclusions to be drawn from 
trade statistics, which, when stated by value, are of uncertain 
evidence as to quantity, the United States maintains the right to 
sell goods into the general stock of a neutral country, and denounces 
as illegal and unjustifiable any attempt of a belligerent to interfere 
with that right, on the ground that it suspects that the previous 
supply of such goods in the neutral country, which the imports 





renew or replace, has been sold to an enemy. That is a matter 
with which the neutral vendor has no concern, and which can in he 
way affect his rights of trade. Moreover, even if goods listed as 
conditional contraband are destined to an enemy country through a 
neutral country, that fact is not in itself sufficient to justify their 
seizure.” 

The portion of the Note concerned with the detention of vessels 
concludes as follows : —“ In view of these considerations, the United 
States, reiterating its position in this matter, has no other course 
but to contest seizures of vessels at sea upon conjectural suspicion, 
and the practice of bringing them into port for the purpose, by 
search or otherwise, of obtaining evidence, for the purpose of justify- 
ing prize proceedings, of the carriage of contraband or of breaches 
of the Order in Council of the 11th March. Relying upon the 
regard of His Majesty’s Government for the principles of justice 
so frequently and uniformly manifested prior to the present war, 
the Government of the United States anticipates that the British 
Government will instruct their officers to refrain from these 
vexatious and illegal practices.”’ 


(To be continued.) 








Correspondence. 
The Apportionment of the Increase in Licence 
Duties. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sir,—We enclose a note as to the effect of section 17 of 
Finance Bill No. 3 which we think requires the consideration of the 
Committee now dealing with the Bill. 

Kine, ApAams & Co. 

66, Cannon-street, E.C., Nov. 8. 


The following is the note referred to:— 

With reference to clause 17 of the Finance Bill (No. 3), has the drafts- 
man had in mind section 38 of the Interpretation Act, 1889? 

What is to happen where the liability has been litigated and the 
** lessor” adjudged liable and ordered to contribute, or where the liability 
has been admitted and in either case no payment has been made? 

Do the words ‘‘ without prejudice to the validity of any payments 
made in pursuance of that section before the passing of this Act ” suffi- 
ciently indicate a “contrary intention” to prevent the operation cf 
section 38 of the Interpretation Act ? 





Exemption from £1 Conveyance Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I enclose og of correspondence which has recently 
passed between the Inland Revenue Authorities and myself with 
reference to stamp duty under section 73 of the Finance (1909-10) 
Act, 1910, which, if you think it of sufficient interest, you may care 
to publish. E. 8. Buxton Hopxrn. 

Sutton-in-Ashfield, Notts, Nov. 8. 

The following is the correspondence referred to :— 

Low-street, Sutton-in-Ashfiel!, Notts. 
20th September, 1915. 

Gentlemen,—I should be obliged by an expression of your opinion on 
the following ~ upon which I have been requested to advise. 

“A” and ** B” are each entitled as tenant in common to a moiety of 
certain freehold hereditaments. ‘ A” has agreed to sell his moiety to 
“C” for £465, “BB” has also separately agreed to sell his moiety to “C ” 
for a like consideration. It is open to “CU” either to take one convey- 
ance of the whole from “ A ” and ‘* B” or to take separate conveyances 
of each moiety, one from ‘‘ A” and one from “ B.” 

Assumiug that ‘“‘C” elects to take separate conveyances of each moiety, 
will such conveyances attract increased stamp duty under section 73 of 
the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, on the ground they each form part of a 
larger transaction or of a series of transactions in respect of which the 
amount or value or the aggregate amount or value of the consideration 
exceeds £500 ? 

It is submitted that the section only applies to transactions betweeti 
the same vendors and purchasers, and that the interests of “A” and “B” 
being separate and distinct legal entities, if separate conveyances of the 
two interests are taken, the two transactions are not on principle dis- 
tinguishable from any other two purchases by ‘‘C” from separate ven- 
dors of separate properties. 

I am, Gentlemen, 
Your obedient Servant 
E, 8. Buxton Hoprksy, 
The Commissioners of Inland Revenue, 
Stamp Duty Department, 
Somerset House, W.C. 


Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C., 
be had al 20th October, 1915. 
Sir, —With reference to your letter of the 20th ultimo, on the question 
of the rate of conveyance duty chargeable under section 73 of the 
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Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, in a case where two tenants in common 
have separately agreed to sell their respective interests in certain free- 
hold hereditaments to the same purcha-er for the same consideration, 
viz., £465, I am directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to acquaint 
you that on the facts stated, if a separate convey*nce is exezuted by 
vach of the vendors in respect of his moiety of the property, they 


would, so far as they are conzerned, raise no objection to the insertion | 


in each instrument of the certificate of value reterred to in the proviso 


to the section and to the stamping of the documents at the lower rate of | 


I am, Sir, 
Your obedient Servant, 
W. H. Moonan, 
KE. S. B. Hepkin, Esq. for Secretary. 
[There are further letters authorizing the publication of the 
correspondence in these columns. } 


duty. 


Testamentary Limitations in Favour of Children 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 
Sir,—I shall be obliged by your opinion of the following suggested 

moditication in the usual form of will of a married man, under which 

the widow takes the income during life or widowhood, and the 
children take the estate ultimately. The common form vests the 
shares of the children at twenty-one or, in the case of a female child 
at twenty-one or at marriage previously. «1 suggest that the 
daughters should take at twenty-one and the sons at twenty-one or 
at previous marriage, because, if the daughter dies unter age (and 
therefore incapable of making a will) the whole of the personalty 
goes to her husband and the testator’s grandchild gets nothing, 
while, in the case of a son dying under age, his share goes to his 
widow and children, provided that the share was vested. 

| suggest that the trust after the death or second marriage of the 
widow shonld be as follows :— 

And after her death or second marriage (which shall first 
happen) I direct that the capital and income of the trust fund 
shall be held in trust in equal shares for all or any of my 
children or child who attain the age of twenty-one years, or being 
male marry under that age, and for all or any the issue living 
within twenty one years after my death, such issue to take 
through all degrees according to their stocks in equal shares the 
share or shares which their parent would have taken if such 
parent had attained a vested interest, and so that no issue shall 
take whose parent has attained a vested interest. No bequest 
to any child Of mine shall lapse because such child shall not 
survive me, but the bequest shall devolve as if such child had 
survived me and died immediately after my death, and this 
provision shall operate by way of direct gift to the person or 
persons who, under the will or on the intestacy of such child who 
shall not have survived me, would have become beneficially 
entitled thereto if such child had died possessed thereof, and 
shall not (if such child shall not survive me after attaining a 
vested interest) make the bequest part of such child’s estate so 
as to be liable for his or her debts estate or other duty. 

Nov. 9. STEVENAGE. 

{Our correspondent’s suggestion is interesting, but it involves a 
considerable departure from established usage, and in thes? matters 
conveyancers are properly conservative ; and his. clause seems to be 
too complicated for ordinary use, but we shall be glad to receive any 

observations upon it.—Ep. S../.] 





Estates Pur Autre Vie. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 

Sir,—In his interesting article on “The Old Conveyancers,” in the 
last number of the Souticrrors’ JouRNAL, Mr. Knott draws attention 
to the fact that Sugden was not twenty-four years old when he wrote 
the first edition of the “ Vendors and Purchasers.” Richard Preston 
was a'most exactly the same age when the first edition of the “ Essay 
on Estates” was published in 1791. He was then an attorney in 
Devonshire, and it was the publication of this book which brought 
him into notice and led to his going to the Bar. = 

The first edition of the “ Essay on Estates” is certainly a remark 
able production for a young man of twenty-three, and although it is 
rarely referred to, it 1s not without interest. For one thing, it is 
complete in itself, while the second edition never got beyond the 
second volume, and stops at estates tail, so that it does not deal with 
estates for life, for years, and for uncertain interests, as promised 
on the title page. The first edition does deal with these 
estates, and in treating of estates pur autre vie the author 
makes the suggestion that such an estate may be limited to 
continue during the life of a person not in existence at 
the date of its creation. The point arose in Doe v. Edwards 
{1 M. & W. 553), and the argument in favour of the validity of such 
a limitation was rejected by the Court in no uncertain terms. Never 
theless, in Re Ashforth (53 W. R. 328 ; 1905, 1 Ch. 535), the late Lord 
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Justice Farwell (then Farwell, J.) held that a devise to trustees 
and their heirs during the lives of a number of persons (some of 
them unborn) gave them an estate pur autre vie. Neither the learned 
judge nor the counsel engaged in the case seem to have had any 
suspicion that this conclusion was contrary to principle, to authority, 
and to the opinion of all the most learned text-writers, including 
Preston himself in his maturer years: The question is discussed in 
an article by the present writer in the Soxicrrors’ JourNaw for 
14th October, 1905, and is referred to in the addenda to the second 
edition of Gray on the Rule against Perpetuities. It is not referred 
to in the third edition, published about nine months ago, and this is 
strange, for the error made in Le Ashforth renders the case worthless 
as an authority for the point on which it is cited by Gray and other 
writers. CHARLES SWEET. 
10, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, Nov. 9. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


STOTT (BALTIC) STEAMERS (LIM.) v. MARTEN AND OTHERS. 

19th July ; 5th November. 

INSURANCE (MARINE)—Time Poticy—** PERILS of THE SEA’’—INSTITUTE 
Time CLauses—‘' [NCHMAREE’’ CLAUSE—MARINE INSURANCE ACT, 
1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 41), s. 30, ScHepute I[., R. 12. 

While a boiler was being lowered by a floating steam crane into the 
hold of a ship lying in a dock, a part of the crane’s tackle broke, 
causing the boiler to fall into the hold of the ship and there by damaging 
the hull. The ship was insured under a time policy in the ordinary 
form with the Institute Time Clauses attached. In an action under 
the policy the Court of Appeal held (1) that the loss was not caused 
by a peril of the sea; (2) that clause 3 of the Institute Time Clauses 
aid not enlarge the risks insured by the policy; and (3) that the risks 
specifically mentioned in clause 7 (the Inchmaree clause) were not ex- 
tended to matiers ejusdem generis by the general words in the body of 








the policy. 

Decision of Court of Appeal affirmed. 

‘*Inchmaree”’ clause considered and explained. 

The plaintiffs were the owners of the s.s. Ussa and the defendants 
ere underwriters. The plaintiffs claimed to be interested to the 
amount of £8,250 under a policy on 7'he Ussa subscribed by the de- 
fendants, the ship being valued at £22,000. The policy covered (inter 
alia) perils of the seas, and included the conditions of the Institute 
Time Clauses. Clause 3 of those conditions provides that the policy 
attaches ‘‘in port and at sea, in docks and graving docks, and on ways, 
gridirons and pontoons at all times, in all places and on all occasions.”’ 
‘ause 7 provides, ‘‘ This insurance also specially to cover va 
loss of or damage to hull or machinery through the negligence of the 
master, mariners, engineers or pilots, or through explosions, burstings 
of boilers, breakage of shafts, or through any latent defect in the 
machinery or hull. While the ship was lying in the dock a 
boiler which was being lifted by a floating crane in order that it might 
fell, owing to part of the crane’s tackle break- 
ing, and damaged the ship. The plaintiffs in their action claimed to 
recover this damage under the policy. Pickford, J., who tried the 
action as a commercial cause, held that the was not recoverable 
under the policy, as it was not caused by a peril of the sea, nor was 
it within clauses 3 or 7 of the Institute Time Clauses, inasmuch as 
clause 3 did not enlarge the risks insured by the policy, and the risks 
specially mentioned in clause 7 were not extended to matters ejusdem 
generis by the general words in the body of the policy. He therefore 
gave judgment for the defendants, and his judgment was affirmed by 
the Court of Appeal (see 1914, 3 K. B. 1262, 83 L. J. K. B. 1847, 
19 Com. Cas. 438). 

Tue House, having taken time, gave judgment dismissing the appeal. 

Viscount HALDANE said the clause in the policy was of the usual kind 
insuring the ship against perils of the sea, men of war, fire, enemies, 
&ec., &c., and ‘“‘all other perils, losses, and misfortunes that have or 
shall come to the hurt, detriment, or damage of the goods, merchandise 
or ship.’’ And there was a proyision that the policy should include the 
conditions of the Institute Time Clauses attached. The seventh of 
these was the only one of importance in this case. It provided, ‘‘ This 
insurance also specially to cover (subject to the free of average war 
ranty) loss of or damage to hull or machinery through the negligence 


be loaded into a hold 


loss 


| of master, mariners, engineers or pilots, or through explosion, bursting 


of boilers provided that such loss or damage has not resulted 
from want of due diligence by the owners of the ship or any of them, 
or by the manager, masters . . . or crew not to be considered as 
part owners within the meaning of this clause should they hold shares 
in the steamer.’’ This condition, known as the Inchmaree clause or 
condition, was admittedly specially introduced after the decision of 
this House in the case of U’hames and Mersey Marine Insurance Co. 
(Limited) v. Hamilton, Fraser, &: Co. (12 App. Cas. 484, 57 L. T. Rep. 
695) to cover injuries not caused by perils of the sea properly so-called, 
or covered by the general words of such policies covering perils akin 
to, or resembling, or of the same kind as perils of the sea. Mr. Leslie 
Scott, K.C. (for the appellants), contended that the policy of insurance 
should be read and construed as if this seventh condition had been 
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inserted in the policy before the general words, so tiat in effect the 


policy should be held to cover, not only the risks ejusdem generis with 
those specifically mentioned in the body of the policy itself, but also 


ejusdem generis with those mentioned in the seventh condition. 


risks 
The seventh clause was merely 


He did not agree with that contention 
an addendum to the policy covering risks not covered by the policy 
as it stood, and could not by adding to it general words, such as were 
found in the policy itself, expand it. He moved that the appeal should 
be dismissed with costs. 

Lord Dunepin and Lord Arkrnson read judgments to the same 
effect. Order accordingly.—Counset, for the appellants, Leslie Scott, 
K.C., and Darby; for the respondents, Adair Roche, K.C., and Mac- 
kinnon, K.C. Sortcrrors, Lightbound, Owen, & Co.; W. A. Crump 
& Son. 

[Reported by Erxsxinz Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Judicial Committee of the Privy 


Council. 


“THE ROUMANIAN ” (CARGO ex). 2lst, 22nd, 26th, 27th, and 28th 
July ; 10th November. 

INTERNATIONAL LAW—JURISDICTION OF PRIZE CourRT—CARGO oF OIL— 
DiscHARGe INTO TANKS AT WHARF—DRo1Ts OF ADMIRALTY—SEIZURE 
purInG Discnarce—Seizurne ‘“‘on Lanpd’”’ or 1n “ Port ’’-—Con- 
DEMNATION. 

A cargo of oil belonging to a German company was sh ipped at Texas 
on board an English vessel, for delivery at Hamburg. On the voyage 
war was declared and her owners directed her captain to discharge at 
an English port. The vessel accordingly proceeded to Purfleet and 
began discharging her cargo of oil by means of her pumps into tanks 
on shore connected with the pumps by pipes. While so discharging the 
whole of her cargo was seized as prize. The President held that the 
whole of the cargo of oil was lawful maritime prize. The claimants 
appealed. 

Held, that the decision of the President was right, and appeal dis- 
missed accordingly. 

A cargo of oil was shipped on a British steamship at Port Arthur, 
Texas, for delivery at Hamburg. The oil was the property of an 
international combine, and most of its shares were held by incorporated 
companies of nations which were not enemies. During the voyage, and 
after the outbreak of the war, when the vessel reached the English 
Channel, her master, on or about 14th August, received instructions 
from her owners, through Lloyd’s signal station at Prawle Point, to 
proceed to Dartmouth for orders. She remained at Dartmouth until 
20th August, when her owners ordered her to proceed to London. She 
arrived at Purfleet on 21st August and was moored at the tank com- 
pany’s wharf at noon of that day. The discharge of the oil into the 
tanks of the tank company by means of pumps and connecting pipes 
was immediately begun. Information was duly given by the ship- 
brokers to the Custom House officer of the arrival of the oe a 
The officer visited the ship and tested samples of the oil to see if the 
oil was subject to duty or not, and until that has been ascertained 
the cargo is not released. The oil, some of which had been already 
discharged, was somewhat near the dutiable line, so he took away a 
sample to be tested in the laboratory of the Custom House, and this 
caused some delay before the test note from the Custom House analyst 
was received, and meanwhile the master of The Roumanian received a 
letter informing him that the cargo of about 6,264 tons of refined petro- 
leum was placed under detention. The discharge of oil was continued 
after the letter was received on board, and was completed early on 23rd 
August. The distance of the tanks from the wharf was between 
100 and 150 yards, and they were used in conjunction with the wharf 
for dealing with oil cargoes. The ship’s pumps were used for dis- 
charging the oil. The Procurator-General applied for condemnation 
of the whole cargo of oil. The chief claimants were the Europaische 
Petroleum Union Gesellschaft M.B.H., of Bremen, as owners of the 
cargo of oil, and certain shareholders in this company, and their main 
allegations were that the oil could not lawfully be seized, *as it had 
been, and alternatively, that a portion of the oil discharged into tanks 
on shore could not lawfully be so seized. Other claimants were the 
steamship company in respect of freight and demurrage, and the 
tank company in respect of their charges as wharfingers. Sir 
Samuel Evans, P., held (1) that although the notice by the Custom 
House officer that the whole cargo was placed under detention 
was delivered on board when most of the oil had been discharged, 
and the remaining oil was afterwards discharged into the tanks, the 
whole of the cargo should be condemned as droits of the Admiralty, 
and that the case was within the jurisdiction of the Prize Court; that 
the oil in the tanks was seizable even if it was strictly ‘“‘ on land ”’ 
and not in ‘‘ port,’’ but that the tanks were oil warehouses and the oil 
therein was seized in ‘‘ port’’; (2) that the German company, being 
incorporated and resident in Germany, was of an enemy national char 
acter, notwithstanding its international position; and (3) that the 
Customs notice, that the cargo was placed under detention, was a lawful 
seizure of the oil as droits of the Admiralty, and the contention that 
the notice was too ambiguous was disallowed. 

The appeal from that judgment was heard before a committee con 
sisting of Lord Mersgy (presiding), Lords Parker, Sumner and 








Parmoor, and Sir Epmunp Barton, and judgment was reserved. The 
opinion of the committee was delivered by 

Lord Parker, who said the conclusion their lordships had 
come to was that the petroleum on board The Roumanian, having 
from the time of the declaration of the war onwards been liable 
to seizure as prize, did not cease to be so liable merely because the 
owners of the vessel, not being able to fulfil their contract for de- 
livery at Hamburg, pumped it into tanks of the British Petroleum Co. 
(Limited), for safe custody, and that therefore its seizure as prize 
was lawful. They saw no reason to dissent from the judgment of the 
President to the effect that these tanks constituted part of the Port 
of London for the purpose of applying the rule relating to the liability 
to seizure of enemy’s goods in the ports and harbours of the realm, 
but it was unnecessary to decide that point. For the reasons given at 
length in the earlier part of his judgment their lordships were of 
opinion that the appeal should be dismissed, and they woul so advise 
His Majesty.—Counset, for the appellants, Maurice Hill, K.C., 
Balloch, and C. Robertson Dunlop; for the respondent, The Attorney- 
General (Sir Edward Carson, K.C.), Sir Erle Richards, K.C., and 
Theobald Mathew. Soxrtcrtors, Ince, Colt, Ince, & Roscoe; The 
Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by Ensxiwe Rei, Barrister-at-Law.) 


MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF KINGSTON-UPON-HULL v. NORTH 
EASTERN RAILWAY. No. t. 13th, l4tb, and 20th O-tober. 


Loca, GOVERNMENT—PvuBLIC HEALTH—SINGLE Private DRAIN—PUBLIC 
SeweR—SInGLe Pire Usep ror DRAINAGE OF Row or Hovuses—Cvt, 
pe-Sac—Pusiic Heattw Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 55), s. 41— 
Pustic HeattH Acts AMENDMENT Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 59), 
Ss. 19~—KinGsTon-upPoN-HvuLL Corporation Act, 1903 (3 Eb. 7, 
C. CCXLVI.), s. 49. 

A single conduit pipe, running underneath a private road forming a 
cul-de-sac, and carrying off the surface drainage from two rows of 
houses, which backed on to the road, into a public sewer at the end 
of the road, 

Held, to be a “‘ single private drain”’ with which two or more houses 
or premises were connected and conveying their drainage into a public 
sewer, within the meaning of a local Act of Parliament, and not a 
** nublic sewer.”’ 

Decision of Sargant, J., affirmed (59 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 318 ; 1915, 
1 Ch. 456). 

Appeal by the defendants from a decision of Sargant, J. (reported 
59 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 318; 1915, 1 Ch. 456). The Tedendente owned 
a roadway forming a cul-de-sac turning out of Hessle-road, Hull, and 
running between the backs of two rows of houses, which was the only 
means of access by a vehicle to them. The road was made and most 
of the houses were built in 1861. In 1876, being served with a notice 
under section 23 of the Public Health Act, 1875, they laid a conduit 
(described in the judgment below as the ‘‘ red pipe line’’) under the 
street for surface drainage, including slops from the cottages, in which 
there were no water closets. The conduit was fed by conduits from 
gullies in the back yards, which met in pairs. In October, 1912, the 
corporation, after notice to the defendants to abate a nuisance on the 
property, which was not complied with, reconstructed the whole drair 
age system at a cost of £139, and claimed payment from the defend- 
ants. The defendants refused to pay for the work done on the con- 
duit under the middle of the road, on the ground that it was a public 
sewer{ and not a single private drain. y the Kingston-upon-Hull 
Corporation Act, 1903, s. 49, it was provided that where two or more 
houses or premises were connected with a single private drain which 
conveyed their drainage into a public sewer, the corporation should 
have all the powers conferred by section 41 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, for recovering the expenses of-any work done by them from the 
owners of such houses, and, further, that section 19 of the Public 
Health Acts Amendment Act, 1890, should cease to be in force within 
the city. The latter section dealt only with the case of two or more 
houses belonging to different owners being connected witu a private 
drain. The plaintiff corporation brought this action to recover 
£91 13s. 9d., the cost of the work done to the conduit, and Sargant, 
J., gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., having stated the facts, proceeded : As 
the law then stood, the legs of the Y pipes were sewers within the 
Public Health Act, 1875, whereas the two arms of the Y were drains 
The Act of 1890 did not affect this property, because it only dealt 
with the case where two or more houses belonging to different owners 
were connected with a public sewer by a single drain. Here there was 
only one owner. In 1903 a local Act was passed for Hull, by section 49 
of which section 19 of the Act of 1890 ceased to be in force in the 
city of Hull. The red pipe line being in a condition requiring repair 
and partial reconstruction, the corporation did the work, under section 
49 of the local Act and section 41 of the Public Health Act, 1875, and 
now claimed to be repaid by the railway company. The question which 
arose was whether that pipe was a ‘‘single private drain ’’ within 
section 49, and in his opinion Sargant, J., was right in holding that 
it was. The evidence was not sufficient to establish that the space 
between the houses had been dedicated to the public as a highway. It 
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was a cul-de-sac, and led only to the back gates of the houses. Nobody | 


except the company or their tenants could use it or require to use it. 
The red pipe line had been laid by the railway company in their own 
private property, and for the sole use of their tenants. It was plain 
that the word ‘“‘drain’’ was not used in the local Act in the technical 
sense of the definition in the Act of 1875. His lordship declined to 
interpret section 49 by reference to the very different language of 
section 19 of the Act of 1890. The words “‘ houses or premises ’’ in the 
former section were much wider than ‘‘ houses’’ in section 19. They 
included the case of a house with land belonging to the same owner, 
though not within the curtilage of the house. He agreed with the 
decision of Sargant, J., except. that he did not think any dedication 
of the cul-de-sac to the public had been proved, but that did not affect 
the conclusion of the case. The appeal would be dismissed with costs. 

Bankes, L.J., who referred to Thomson v. Eccles Corporation (1905, 
1 K. B. 110, 122), and observed that the facts led to the conclusion that 
the line of pipes was not a ‘‘ public sewer,’’ and 

Warrinoton, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CounseEr, 
Ryde, K.C., and Konstan; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and R. A. Glen. 
Soricrrors, R. F. Dunnell; Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for H. A. 


Learoyd, Hull. 
(Reported by H. Laxerorp Lewis, Rarrister-at-Law.] 


ELEY +. MORELAND & SONS. MORELAND & SONS wv. ELEY. 
No. 1, Ist aud Zud November. 


WoRKMEN’S COMPENSATION—INFANT SUFFERING FROM PERMANENT 
InsuRY—RicutT or Employer To ReprEM WEEKLY PAYMENT—RIGHT 
or WORKMAN TO REVIEW AND INCREASE—APPLICATIONS BOTH FOR 
Review AND REDEMPTION PENDING—WORKMEN’s COMPENSATION ACT, 
1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), Scuepute I. (16), (17). 

A girl of thirteen years of age met with an accident arising out of 
and in the course of her employment, which caused permanent injuries 
to one of her,hands. Five years later, the hand having reached a con- 
dition of stability, the employers applied for redemption of the weekly 
payment they were making. The respondent, having appeared to an 
irregular service of this application, applied for an increase on the 


ground of increased earning powers but for the injury. Both applica- 


tions were set down for hearing on the same day, the employers’ being 
rat. 

Held, that the employers’ right to redeem the existing payment was 
not absolute, but subject to the workman's right to review and obtain 
an increase of the payment. 

These were two appeals by the employers from awards by the county 
court judge at Gloucester, granting the workman’s application for an 
increase, and dismissing the employers’, for a redemption of the weekly 
payment. The respondent in the latter, Florence Eley, was, in April, 
1910, a girl of thirteen, employed in the applicants’ match factory, and 
caught her hand in moving machinery, thereby causing severe and per- 
manent injury. She was paid full compensation, 5s. 5d. a week, her 
then rate of wages, until December, 1911, when she was given light 
work at 3s. a week, and the compensation was reduced to 2s. 5d. In 
March, 1912, she was dismissed from the employment, and since then 
had remained at home with her parents. On 22nd March, 1915, the 
employers filed a request for arbitration, with a view to redemption. 
It was posted from the Court on 10th April, and sent to a wrong 
address, but was delivered at the correct address the next morning, 
which was a Sunday. The following day the girl’s mother instructed 
a solicitor on her behalf. On 19th April she filed an application to 
review the weekly payment. Both applications were returnable for 
the same date, 10th May, but in the meantime the employers applied 
to the county court judge to make an order for leave for the girl 
to appear without a next friend, but he refused to do so, as he was 
then sitting at Northleach, and said the application ought to be made 
at Gloucester. On 10th May the employers’ application was the first of 
the two in the list, and they contended that they were absolutely en- 
titled to redeem on the basis of 2s. 5d. a week. The girl’s counsel took 
the objection that service on Sunday was irregular, and the county 
court judge upheld it, but offered to allow it to stand over, and come 
on again after proper service had been effected—an offer which was 


rejected. He then heard the girl’s application, and granted it, in- | 


creasing the compensation to 5s. 6d. a week. The employers appealed. 

THE Court dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said he was willing to assume in favour 
of the employers that the service was regular, as the girl had not been 
prejudiced by it. The employer could proceed to his rights under 
Schedule I. (17), end, while his application was pending, the girl applied 
for a review under Schedule I. (16). He thought the order to review 
was perfectly right, unless it could be said that the application to 
redeem deprived the Court of jurisdiction to review. Schedule I. (17) 
was a very difficult section, and had been discussed by the Court in 
Calico Printers’ Association (Limited) vy. Higham (1912, 1 K. B. 93) 
and Marshall vy. Prince (7 B. W. C. C. 755). The point now raised 
had been expressly left open in the latter case, where his lordship said : 
“T abstain from considering what may be the result if there should be 
at the time an application to review.’’ Here the very point had 
arisen, and an application to review had been made. One application 
had just as much right to be heard as the other. There was no ground 
for depriving the infant of the benefit of the order made by the judge 
under section 16. The order made upon the application to review was 
right, and both appeals would be dismissed. 

Bankes, L.J., who said that the employers’ right to redeem was not 
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absolute, but the rights to review and redeem were co-equal, and each 
must be heard on its merits; and 
WaRRINGTON, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CouNSEL, 
W. Shakespeare; Lort-Williams. Soticrtrors, HL, A. Alexander, for 
Wellington & Clifford, Gloucester ; Willis d Willis, for A. Lionel Lane, 
Gloucester. 
[Reported by H. Lancronp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.} 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re LONG. MEDLICOTT +. LONG. Sargant, J. 2nd November. 


PRacTICE—ADMINISTRATION AcTION—INQUIRY IN CHAMBERS—PRE 
SUMPTION OF DreaTH—FoORM OF CERTIFICATE. 


It is not for a master, on an inquiry before him whether an annuitant 
is living or dead, either to presume the death or to state that there is 
no evidence before him to shew whether the annuitant is living or dead, 
His certificate should take the form of finding that the only evidence on 
the point before him is the evidence mentioned in the certificate, and 
submitting to the Court the question whether the annuitant ought to be 
presumed to be living or dead, and, if dead, on what date the death 
ought to be presumed to have taken place. 

An inquiry had been directed in an administration action as to whether 
a certain annuitant under a will was living or dead. On the inquiry 
before the master the only evidence adduced was evidence from which 
death might be presumed. The master, by his certificate, found that 
no evidence had been produced to shew whether the annuitant was 
living or dead. 

SarGant, J., reviewed the evidence before the master, and presumed 
the death of the annuitant on or before a certain day. He then said : 
As regards the form of the certificate, I ayree that it is not for the 
master to presume the death of any particular person, but I think that 
the language of the certificate is wrongly framed in finding that no 
evidence has been produced to shew whether the annuitant was living 
or dead, and I accordingly amend the certificate, which should find that 
the only evidence on the point is the evidence mentioned in the certi- 
ficate, and should submit to the Court the question whether the annui- 
tant ought to be presumed to be living or dead, and, if dead, on wha 
date he died.—Counsex, P. F. 8. Stokes; Dighton Pollock; G. M. T. 
Hildyard. Soticrrors, Few &: Co.; Ford, Lloyd, & Co., for Webster 
& Watson, Newton Abbot. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DAWNAY v. CHESSUM. Sargant,J. 2nd Novemter. 
Speciric PERFORMANCE—MOTION FOR JUDGMENT BY VENDOR—CONVEY- 
ance — StamPpInc — Increment Vatvuk Duty—Muinutes—FInanck 

(1909-10) Act, 1910, (10 Ep. 7, c. 8), s. 4, suB-sectton 3. 

The minutes of judgment in a vendor's action for specific perform- 
ance should contain a reference to the fact that the conveyance has been 
duly stamped with the increment value duty stamp in accordance with 
section 4, sub-section 3, of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. V'he form 
at p. 2171 of the 7th edition of Seton on Judgments and Orders should 
be amplified by adding after the words Hs = | executed by him”’ the 
words ‘‘and duly stamped so as to comply with section 4, sub-section 3, 
of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910.” 

This was a short cause, being a vendor’s motion for judgment in an 
action for specific performance. The minutes were drafted after the 
model in Form 4 of the 7th edition of Seton on Judgments and Orders, 
at page 2171. The only question was whether the minutes should con- 
tain any reference to the increment value stamp duty under section 4, 
sub-section 3, of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 

Saraant, J., directed that the words, ‘‘ and duly stamped so as to 
comply with section 4, sub-section 3, of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 
1910,” be added immediately after the words ‘‘ duly executed by him,”’ 
in Form 4, on page 2171, of the 7th edition of Seton on Judgments and 
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8. An Order in Council, dated 10th November, scheduling further 
area under the Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) Regulations, 
The material part of the Order is printed below. 

9. An Order in Council, dated 10th November (printed 
defining part of the Barrow-in-Furness Area under the Liquor Contol 

sulations as the Western Border Area.’’ See also Order in 

yuncil of 6th July (59 Soricrrors’ Jovurnat, 615), Schedule No. VIL., 
nd Order of 24th September (59 Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 764.) 

10. An Order in Council, dated 10th November, extending the 
Liquor Control area in Newcastle and elsewhere, and defining it 
North-East C Area. The material part of the Order is 
below. 
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A Proclamation 
ReLATING TO TRADING WITH PERsons oF ENEMY NATIONALITY RESIDEN1 
or CARRYING oN Bustness in Liperta orn Portucvgese East Arrica. 

Whereas it is expedient that transactions between British suhjects and 
persons of enemy nationality resident or carrying on business in Liberia 
or Portuguese East Africa should be restricted in manner provided by 
this Proclamation : 

Now, therefore, 
Privy Council, to issue this Our 
is hereby declared, as follows :— 

1. The Proc lamations for the time being in force relating to Trading 
with the Enemy shall, as from the Tenth day of December, one thousand 
nine hundred and fifteen, apply to any person or body of persons of 
nemy nationality, resident or carrying on business in Liberia or Portu- 
guese East Africa in the same manner as they apply to persons or bodies 
if persons resident or carrying on business in an enemy ccuntry. 

Provided that where an enemy has a branch locally situated in Liberia 
or Portuguese East Africa nothing in Article 6 of the Trading with the 
Enemy Proclamation No. 2 shall be construed so as to prevent trans 
ictions by or with that branch being treated as transactioms by or with 
an enemy. 

2. Nothing in this Proclamation shall be taken to prohibit anything 
which may be specially permitted by Our licence or by a licence given 
n Our behalf by a Secretary of State or the Board of Trade or the 
Lords Commissioners of Our Treasury. 

3. This Proclamation shall be called the Trading with 
Liberia and Portuguese East Africa) Proclamation, 1915 

Nov. 10. 


we have thought fit, by and with the advice of Our 
Royal Proclamation declaring, and it 


the Enemy 


Restrictions on British Merchant Ships. 
ORDER IN COUNCIL. 

Whereas a state of war exists between His Majesty and the German 
Emperor, the Emperor of Austria King of Hungary, the Sultan of 
em and the King of the Bulgarians: 

1d whereas His M: ajesty holds it to be His Prerogative Duty as well 
" rt s Prerogative Right to take all steps necessary for the De fence and 
Protection of the Realm: 

And whereas it has been made to appear to His Majesty that it is 
essential to the Defence and Protection of the Realm that, in the exer 
cise of His Prerogatives as aforesaid, He should prohibit as from and 
after the First day of December, 1915, the carrying of cargo from any 
foreign port to any other foreign port by any British Steamship regis- 
tered in the United Kingdom exceeding 5 tons gross tonnage—and 
whether or not such ship while carrying such cargo calls at any inter 
mediate port within His Majesty’s Dominions—unless the Owner or 
Charterer of such Steamship has been granted exemption by Licence 
as hereifiafter provided. 

Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice of 
His Privy Council, and in exercise of His Prerogatives as aforesaid and 
of all other powers Him thereunto enabling, to order and it is hereby 
ordered that, from and after the First day of December, 1915, no British 
Steamship registered in the United Kingdom exceeding 500 tons gross 
tonnage shall carry any cargo from any foreign port to any other foreign 
port—and whether or not such ship while carrying such cargo calls at 
an intermediate port within His Majesty’s Dominions—unless the 
Owner or Charterer of such Steamship has been granted exemption Ly 
Licence as hereinafter provided. 

And His Majesty doth hereby declare that the expression 
port’’ herein shall mean and include any port outside 
Majesty’s Dominions. 

And His Majesty, by and with the advice aforesaid, and in exercise 
of His Prerogatives and Powers as aforesaid, is further pleased to 
authorize and direct the President of the Board of Trade to appoint 1 
Committee of persons to carry out and give effect to the provisions 
hereof, and that the said Committee shall have power to grant Licences 
of exemption therefrom to or in favour of Owners and Charterers of 
such Steamships as aforesaid, which Licences may be general in reference 
to classes of ships or their voyages or special. 

And His Majesty is further pleased to authorize the President of the 
Board of Trade from time to time to add other persons as members 
of such Committee, and to substitute as members dost other persons 
for such members as may from time to time die, resign, or be or become 
incapable of acting thereon. 

And the President of the Board of Trade is to act and to give instcuc- 
tions and directions accordingly. 


Nov. 10 


‘ foreign 


His 


usec 





, 
elow), 
Contol 
ler in 
VIL., 
, the 
> ’ 

as the 
rinted 


IDEN! 
tICA. 

s and 
jiberia 
ed by 


£ Our 


nd it 


ading 
usand 
ns of 
ortu- 
yodies 


iberia 
h the 
rans 


with 


thing 
given 
yr the 


nemy 


rman 
n of 


well 
> and 


it is 
exer 
. and 
| any 
regis- 
—and 
nter- 
“r or 
pence 


ce of 
| and 
reby 
ritish 
gross 
reign 
ls at 
7 the 
mn by 


reign 


His 


reise 
d to 
int a 
sions 
ences 
rs of 
rence 


f the 
iners 
rsons 
‘come 


truc- 


[Vol. 60.] 61 





Nov. 13, i91§ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 
= ——— 





Requisitioning of British Merchant Ships. 
: ORDER IN COUNCIL. 

Whereas a state of war exists between His Majesty and the German 
Emperor, the Emperor of Austria King of Hungary, the Sultan of 
Tarkey, and the King of the Bulgarians. 

And whereas His Majesty holds it to be His Prerogative Duty as well 
as His Prerogative Right to take all steps necessary for the Defence and 
Protection of the Realm : 

And whereas it has been made to appear to His Majesty that it is 
essential to the Defence and Protection of the Realm that all British 
ships registered in the United Kingdom should be made liable to 
requisition in manner hereinafter appearing for the carriage of food- 
stuffs and of any other articles of commerce : 

Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice of 
His Privy Council, and in exercise of His Prerogatives as aforesaid and 
of all other powers Him thereunto enabling, to order, and it is hereby 
ordered, that any British ship registered in the United Kingdom rmiay 
until further order be requisitioned by and on behalf of His Majesty 
for the carriage of foodstutfs and of any other articles of commerce, and 
such requisition is to take effect upon Notice of Requisition being served 
as hereinafter provided on the Owner of any such ship: 

And His Majesty is further pleased, by and with the advice aforesaid, 
to authorize and direct the President of the Board of Trade to give 
effect to this Order by causing Notice of Requisition to be served on 
the Owner of any such ship : 

And His Majesty is further pleased, by and with the advice aforesaid, 
to declare that service of Notice of Requisition on an Owner shall be 
deemed sufficient and effective if served in the case of an individual 
Owner by being addressed to such individual Owner and left at his 
last-known place of business or abode, and in the case of joint Owners 
by being addressed to such joint Owners and left at the last-known 
business addresses or places ot abode of such joint Owners, and in the 
case of a Company or Corporation by being addressed to such Com- 
pany or Corporation and left at the registered or other address of such 
Company or Corporation, or in any of the aforesaid cases by being 
addressed to the Managing Owner, Ship’s Husband, or other the person 
to whom the management of the ship is by law entrusted by or on 
behalf of the Owners, and left at the registered or other Jast-known 
address or place of abode of such Managing Owner, Ship’s Husband, 
or other such person, as the case may be: 

And His Majesty is further pleased, by and with the advice aforesaid, 
to declare that any Notice of Requisition which the President of the 
Board of Trade may cause to be served hereunder, may be signed by 
any person or persons from time to time authorized for such purpose 
either generally Of specially by the President of the Board of Trade. 

And the President of the Board of Trade is to give instructions and 
directions accordingly. 

Noy. 10. — 


Defence of the Reaim -(Liquor Control). 
ORDERS IN COUNCIL. 

The Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) Regulations, 1915, and 
any Regulations amending the same, shall be, and are, hereby applied 
to the respective areas detined and-specified in the Schedule hereto, 

SCHEDULE. 

I. The Midlands Area being the area comprising the Cities of Bir- 

mingham, Coventry, and Worcester, the County Boroughs of Dudley, 
Smethwick, Walsall, West Bromwich, and Wolverhampton, the 
Boroughs of Nuneaton, Royal Leamington Spa, Stratford-on-Avon, 
Sutton Coldfield, and Warwick, and the Petty Sessional Divisions of 
Alcester, Atherstone, Coleshill, Coventry, Henley-in-Arden, Kenilworth, 
Rugby (excepting the parish of Willoughby), Solihull, Stratford and 
Snitterfield (excepting the parishes of Atherstone-on-Stour, Eatington 
and Whitchurch), and Warwick (excepting the parish of Chesterton 
and Kingston) in the County of Warwick, the Boroughs of Bewdley, 
Droitwich and Kidderminster, and the Petty Sessional Divisions of 
Bromsgrove, Droitwich, Halesowen, Hundred House, Kidderminster, 
Oldbury, Redditch, Stourbridge, Stourport and Worcester in the County 
of Worcester, the Borough of Wednesbury, and the Petty Sessional 
Divisions of Bilston Gacheding Sedgley), Dudley, Kingswinford and 
Wordsley, Rowley Regis, Rushall, Wednesbury (including Tipton), and 
Wolverhampton (including Willenhall) in the County of Stafford. 
IL. The West Riding Area, being the area comprising the Cities of 
York, Bradford, Lee 3, Ripon, Sheffield and Wakefield, the County 
Boroughs of Barnsley, Dewsbury, Halifax, Huddersfield and Rotherham, 
the West Riding of the County of York, the Petty Sessional Division of 
Bulmer East and the Parish of Shipton in the North Riding of the 
County of York, the Parishes of Fulford, Naburn, Stillingfleet, Escrick, 
Deighton Wheldrake, Elvington, Dunnington, and Heslington in the 
East a the County of York, the Borough of Chesterfield, and 
the Petty ional Divisions of Chapel-en-le-Frith, Bakewell, Ecking 
ton and Chesterfield in the County of Derby, and the Petty Sessional 
Divison of Worksop (excepting the Parishes of Budby, Edwinstowe, 
Ollerton and Wellow) in the County of Nottingham. 

III. The Plymouth Area, being the area comprising the County 
Borongh of Plymouth, the Petty Sessional Division of Midland 
Roborough, the Parishes of Plympton St. Maurice, Plympton St. Mary, 
Cornwood, Harford, Ivybridge, Yealmpton, Brixton, Ermington, 
Holbeton, Newton Ferrers, Revelstoke, Plymstock, Wembury and Bere 
Ferrers in the County of Devon, and the Petty Sessional Division of 


South Yast in the County of Cornwall. 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 
Chairman—John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq. 
James Austen-Cartmell, Esq. Richard L. Harrison, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Esq., K.C. L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 
John George Butcher, Esq., K.C., M.P. Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 
Felix Cassel, Esq., K.U., M.P. William Maples, Esq. 
Edmund Church, E:q. Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 
Philip G. Collins, Esq. The Right Hun. Lord Justice Phillimore 
Harry Mitton Cro »kenden, Faq. Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 
Kobert William Dibdin, E-q. Mark Lemon Romer, Esq., K.C, 
Sir Kenelm E. Digvy, G.U.B., K.C. The Hon. Charles Russell. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. | Charles Wigan, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED ~- ~- £[5,000,000. 


All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions and Life Interests Purchased, 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 


W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 





IV. The Falmouth Area, being the area comprising the Boroughs of 
Falmouth and Penryn, the Leity Sessional Divisions ot East Kerrier and 
East Penwith, and the Parishes of St. Anthony-in-Roseland, St. Just- 
in-Roseland, Gerrans, Philleigh and Feock in the County of Cornwall. 

V. The Portsmouth Area, being the area comprising the County 
Borough of Portsmouth, the Petty Sessional Divisions of Gosport, 
Fareham and ‘Havant, and the Parishes of Curdridge, Shedfield, Sober- 
ton, and Hambledon in the County of Southampton, and the Parish of 
Westbourne in the County of Sussex. 

VI. The Pembroke Area, veing the area comprising the County of 
Pembroke. 

Noy, 10. — 

Whereas under the Defence of the Realm (Amendment) (No. 3) Act, 
1915, His Majesty has power by Order in Council to define any area 
wherein it appears to His Majesty on the grounds specified in the said 
Act to be expedient for the purpose of the successful prosecution of 
the present War that the sale and supply of intoxicating liquor should 
be controlled by the State, and to apply to such area so defined the 
Regulations issued by His Majesty in pursuance of the said Act under 
the Defence of the Kealm Consolidation Act, 1914: 

And whereas His Majesty in Council in pursuance of the said first- 
mentioned Act has issued the Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) 
Regulations, 1915, under the said last-mentioned Act: 

And whereas by an Order in Council, dated the 6th day of July, 
1915, His Majesty was pleased to apply the said Regulations and any 
Regulations amending the same (all which Regulations are hereinafter 
referred to as ‘‘the said Regulations ’’) to an area including the County 
Borough of Barrow-in-Furness which is more particularly described in 
paragraph VII, of the Schedule to the said Order and is hereinafter 
referred to as “the Barrow area”’: 

And whereas by an Order in Council, dated the 24th day of Septem- 
ber, 1915, the definition of the Barrow area was amended in manner 
therein provided and the said Regulations were thereby applied to the 
Barrow area as defined in the last-mentioned Order, which area forms 
part of the area defined and specified in the Schedule hereto : 

And whereas by an Order in Council, dated the 14th day of October, 
1915, His Majesty was pleased to apply, the said Regulations to an area 
defined in the Schedule thereto and described as the Western Border 
area, which area forms part of*the area defined and specified in the 
Schedule hereto : 

And whereas it appears to His Majesty that it is expedient for the 
purpose of the successful prosecution of the present War that the sale 
and supply of intoxicating liquor in the area. defined and specified in 
the Schedule hereto should be controlled by the State on the grounds 
that War material is Leing made, loaded, undoaded, and dealt with in 
transit therein, and that men belonging to His Majesty’s Naval and 
Military forces are assembled therein : 

Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice of 
His Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows :— 

The Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) Regulations, 1915, and 
any Regulations amending the same, shall be, and are, hereby applied 
to the area defined and specified in the Schedule hereto. 

SCHEDULE. 

The Western Border Area, being the area comprising the Counties 
of Kirkcudbright and Dumfries, including all Burghs within the 
geographical limits thereof, and the Parishes of Castleton and Teviot- 
head, in the County of Roxburgh; the City of Carlisle, the County 
Borough of Barrow-in-Furness, the County of Cumberland, the 
County of Westmorland, the Petty Sessional Division of Haltwhistle 
in the County of Northumberland, and the Petty Sessional Divisions 
of Hawkshead and North Lonsdale, in the County of Lancaster. 

Nov. 10. 

Whereas under the Defence of the Realm (Amendment) (No. 3) Act, 
1915, His Majesty has power by Order in Council to define any area 
wherein it appears to His Majesty on the grounds specified in the said 
Act to be expedient for the purpose of the successful prosecution of 
the present War that the sale and supply of intoxicating liquor should 
| be controlled by the State, and to apply to such area go defined the 
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Regulations issued by His Majesty in pursuance of the said Act under 
the Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act, 1914 : 

And whereas His Majesty in Council in pursuance of the said first- 
mentioned Act has issued the Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) 
Regulations, 1915, under the said last-mentioned Act : 

And whereas by an Order in Council, dated the 6th day of July, 
1915, His Majesty was pleased to apply the said Regulations and any 
Regulations amending the same to an area more particularly described 
in paragraph 10 of the Schedule to the said Order : 

And whereas it appears to His Majesty to be expedient that the said 
area should be extended, and that the area comprising the City of 
Durham, the Petty Sessional Divisions of Stanhope, Lanchester and 
Consett, Durham, Bishop Auckland, and Barnard Castle and Stain- 
drop, in the County of Durham, the Petty Sessional Division of 
Tindale Ward, in the County of Northumberland, the Borough of 
Richmond and the Petty Sessional Divisions of Greta Bridge, West 
Gilling, East Gilling, West Hang and East Hang, in the North Riding 
of the County of York, should be added to the said first-mentioned 
area : 

And whereas it appears to His Majesty that it is expedient for the 
purpose of the successful prosecution of the present War that the sale 
and supply of intoxicating liquor in the area thereby constituted and 
defined and specified in the Schedule hereto should be controlled by 
the State on the grounds that war material is being made, loaded, 
unloaded, and dealt with in teansit therein, and that men belonging 
to His Majesty’s Military forces are assembled therein : 

Now, therefore, His Majesty is pleased, by and with the advice of 
His Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows :— 

The Defence of the Realm (Liquor Control) Regulations, 1915, and 
any regulations amending the same, shall be, and are, hereby applied 
to the area defined and specified in the Schedule hereto. 


SCHEDULE. 

The North-East Coast Area, being the area comprising the Cities of 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Durham, the County Boroughs of Tyne- 
mouth, Gateshead, South Shields, Sunderland, West Hartlepool, 
Middlesbrough and Darlington, the County of Durham, the Borough 
of Wallsend and the Petty Sessional Divisions of Bedlingtonshire, East 
Castle Ward, West Castle Ward and Tindale Ward in the County of 
Northumberland, the Borough of Richmond and the Petty Sessional 
Divisions of Thornaby and Yarm, North Langbaurgh, East Lang- 
baurgh, West Langbaurgh, Greta Bridge, West Gilling, East Gilling, 
West Hang and East Hang, in the North Riding of the County of 
York. 

Nov. 10. 


Provisional Orders. 
NOTICE. 

The Board of Trade give notice to parties contemplating the promo- 
tion of Provisional Orders in respect of electric lighting, gas and water, 
piers and harbours, and tramways, that for the duration of the war they 
will not be prepared to entertain such applications except in cases in 
which they are satisfied that extreme urgency exists. 


Ministry ot Munitions. 
The following appointments in the Ministry of Munitions are an- 
nounced : 
Mr. S. H. Lever 
To be Assistant Financial Seeretary with charge of the Finance 
Department. 
Mr. Henry Horroway. 
To be Director of Housing Construction, with special reference 
to the provision of temporary accommodation for munition workers. 
Both these gentlemen have placed their services at the disposal of 
the Ministry in a voluntary capacity. 


State-controlled Factories. 

The Minister of Munitions announces that he has made an Order, 
under section 4 of the Munitions of War Act, 1915, declaring 329 addi- 
tional establishments as controlled establishments under the Act, as 
from November 8th. 

A total of 1,679 establishments have now been declared as controlled 
under the Act, from the date of the first Order, 12th July to 8th Novem. 
ber inclusive 


The Autumn Assizes. 
Crown Office, 
3rd November, 1915. 
Further list of days and places for holding the Autumn Assizes, 1915. 
WESTERN CIRCUIT. 
Saturday, 20th November, at Bristol (Civil and Criminal). 
NORTH-EASTERN CIRCUIT. 
Before Mr. Justice Atkin. 
Mr. Justice Sankey. 
Tuesaay, 2nd November, at Newcastle (Civil and Criminal). 
Saturday, 13th November, at Durham. 
Saturday, 20th November, at York. 
Thursday, 25th November, at Leeds (Civil and Criminal). 





Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The directors held their usual monthly meeting at the Law Society, 
Chancery-lane, on the 10th inst., Mr. re Davenport in the chair, the 
other directors present being Sir Henry J. Johnson and Messrs. F. E. F. 
Barham, J. Field Beale, W. C. Blandy (Reading), G. H. Bower, T. 8. 
Curtis, W. Dowson, H. Fulton (Salisbury), W. E. Gillett, C. Goddard, 
W. H. Gray, J. R. B. Gregory, C. G. May, E. F. Oldham, W. A. 
Sharpe, R. 8. Taylor, M. A. Tweedie, and W. M. Walters. Giants to 
the amount of £585 were made to poor and deserving cases; eleven new 
members were admitted and other general business transacted. 


The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall on Thursday, the 4th inst., Mr. W. P. Richardson in 
the chair. The other directors present were Mr. T. H. Gardiner (trea- 
surer) Mr. Ernest E. Bird, Mr. N. Chaplin, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. 
A. E. Pridham, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse, and the secretary (Mr. E. E. 
Barron). The sum of £97 10s. was voted in relief of deserving cases, 
A new member was elected, and other business transacted. 


The Union Society of London, 


The third meeting of the 1915-16 session of the above Society was 
held at 3 (North), King’s Bench Walk, Temple, on Wednesday, the 
10th November, 1915, at 8 p.m. The president was in the chair. Mr. 
Edison Thomas moved: “ That the present constitution of the Cabinet 
is too large and should be considerably reduced.” Mr. Harry Geen 
opposed. There also spoke Mr. Coram, Mr. 
Mr. Willson. The motion was carried. 


Morden, Mr. Kingham, 





La Paix Francaise. 


The following extract from the Journal Officiel, which we take from 
the Times of the 5th inst., explains the phrase Paix Frangaise—which 
we quoted last week-—in M. Briand’s speech on the debate in the 
French Parliament, which resulted in the carrying by 515 votes to 1 
of a vote of confidence in the new Ministry :— 

As regards the Government, which has not the right to leave the 
slightest doubt as to its intentions, it has solemnly declared its views 
on this serious problem {the discussion of peace ideas]. It indicated 
them briefly in its declaration, and noted with pleasure that the whole 
House approved. Some time—alas! still distant, for we must have 
courage—the question of peace may be raised. But by then our arms 
will have been victorious ; our soil will have been freed ; the provinces 
so grievously torn from the bosom of France will have been restored 
to us; heroic Belgium, who martyred herself for us, will be freed 
and restored to the integrity of her political and economic indepen- 
dence; valiant Serbia also will be freed. Then only could we think of 

eace 

What will that peace be? Will it be a makeshift to satisfy a 
selfish France, contented with the realization of her personal desires? 
Ah ng, gentlemen, I refuse to believe that my country, so fine in the 
circumstances through which we have passed, should stoop to such 
a mean and low conception of its réle. France in this war—it is her 
honour, it will be her glory—is the champion of the world. Aroused, 
and sword in hand, she fights for civilization and the independence 
of peoples. When she lowers the sword, it will be that she shall have 
obtained all the guarantees of a durable and solid peace, and by this 
peace, given to the world by France and her Allies, all arriére pensée 
of tyrannical domination will give way to the idea of the progress of 
civilization through freedom of the peoples enjoying full autonomy. 
That is the peace towards which the soldiers of France are marching. 
It is the only peace worthy of us, the only one whereof there can be 
any question. ; 

Never at any time can anyone reproach our country with having 
shown an aggressive front, with having been a nation of prey. During 
the forty years with a wound in her side France has shown how 
greatly she was attached to peace, which she has endeavoured to 
maintain, in spite of all challenges and all provocations, waiting 
only for the triumph of right and of justice and the reparation of the 
wrong done to her. Suddenly Germany threw herself upon France, 
strove to crush her, to destroy her liberties, to kill in her one of the 
chief forces of the world—civilization. They wished to force upon 
France and upon other civilised nations an hegemony of tyranny which 
no nation worthy of the name could tolerate. The country arose, 
threw back the aggressor, and holds him at arm’s length. . 

Who therefore will dare to say that France appeared as a nation 
of prey? That nation of prey has to be sought for elsewhere. So 
long as it keeps its claws, its beak, its murderous designs, there cat 
be no question of peace with it. Only when Germany is resigned t¢ 
take her place among the nations with the thought of developing 
herself in accordance with her genius, while respecting the genius © 
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others; only when we have made it impossible for her to strike at 
the independence of other peoples can we speak of peace. That peace 
will be the Paix Francaise dreamt of by us—a glorious peace, which 
will restore justice not only for France but for the whole civilized 
world. Such are the thoughts of the Government upon this question. 








Lord Reading at the Mansion 


House. 


At the Lord Mayor’s Banquet, on Tuesday, Mr. Sheriff Shead pro- 
“The Judges and Bar of England.’’ He reminded the gathering 
that the Lord Chief Justice had recently visited the United States on 
a mission on behalf of this country, and that such a voyage was in these 
days not unattended with risk. 
he Lord Chief Justice, says the Times, responding, said: Mr. 
Sheriff Shead referred to services which he said I had recently rendered 
and congratulated me on my feturn to this country. If I have been 
fortunate enough to render service I am privileged indeed. It has been 
not only my lot but that of my brother judges to devote their time 
and attention to assisting in the war wherever and whenever they have 
been able. Mr. Sheriff Shead spoke of the dangers from submarines 
that I had to encounter. There were none. yosy be Not because they 
do not lurk somewhere, on the look-out it may be for those who are 
trying to get money to carry on the war. It was because Mr. Balfour 
had been good enough to see that when we went we should be escorted, 
and where British destroyers are to be found, there you will.find no 
German submarine is known. 

We are not likely to forget the return from America. I will tell you 
the story how, on the voyage, approaching the danger zone there were 
looks of some anxiety which one could detect on the faces of the women 
and men on board the liner on which I was travelling. She was an 
American vessel. I only took her because otherwise I should have had 
to wait nearly a fortnight. I may be pardoned, but no American will 
think me guilty of want of courtesy when I say that in war-time, as in 
peace-time, I prefer a British ship. Well, I had the advantage of the 
American vessel. There was a place agreed at which I was told by 
telegram, owing to the kind solicitude of Mr. Balfour, that I should be 
met. We approached that place, and a place at sea is not like the 
second rom gor up the street; but at the appointed place, or some 
ten minutes before, I went for’ard to see whether any signs were to 
be descried of a British ship. I saw nothing. Such was my confidence 
in the Navy that ‘ft did not cause me even the slightest trepidation. 
Within a moment™or two I saw on the horizon far away two little 
specks aay Somehow in the distance I could detect, I cannot 
teli you why, they were warships. I shall not easily forget the 
scene on board that liner when men, women and children, recognising 
that they were warships, rejoiced and congratulated each other, never 
doubting for one moment that on that vast expanse of sea the warships 
a hing were British warships, And so they were. 

t me say one word on America. I came in contact with many men. 
Let me repeat to you the words used by a famous and distinguished 
American, Mr. Joseph Choate. He said at a notable gathering in New 
York which I am not likely to forget that, whatever the Government 
might be, he was not neutral, and he added that out of 100,000,000 
of —_ constituting the population of the United States, 90,000,000 
were for the Allies, heart and soul. It would be strange if it were 
otherwise. In our Courts we administer the same law. I sat in Court 
in ths United States. The principles of common law, the system of 
jurisprudence, were those in which I had been brought up. Even in 
decisions in the Prize Courts I find that the precedents of both the 
United States and of this country of past generations are interchange- 
able. No precedents are so offen cited in the Prize Courts of this 
country as those of America, and when America has had a Prize Court 
ho precedents have been so often cited there as those of the British 
Prize Courts. The annals of the Prize Courts can show great judges. 
During last year Sir Samuel Evans has presided over a Court in this 
country in a way which has borne out the great traditions of the past. 
Whilst. our Courts are distinguished by the absence of young men, we 
are going to welcome as chief Law Officer of the Crown one who is 
still young in _ of all he has achieved. 1 venture not only on my 
behalf but on half of my brother judges to offer our cordial con- 
gratalations both ‘to the Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General. 
They are both men who have won distinction. 
‘ a the words of the Prime Minister which he has reasserted 
night with reference to peace will always remain our. standpoint. 
It may be—nobody can tell—that during this year of mayoralty peace 
will be declared, but the peace must be a lasting peace. It must be 
such a peace as will secure for the British nation and also for British 
ee pooper es glory of the victory in a conflict which was 
‘by us with one object only—the objec curi 
wold i in yoda j y—the object of securing peace for the 
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War-Time Rents. 


The President of the Local Government Board, says the T7'imes, 
received on Monday a deputation representing associations of house- 
owners and tenants on the subject of the increase of rents im war 
time. 

Mr. Harold Shawcross, chairman of the National Rousing and Town 
Plaaning Council, put forward the following points as their united 
suggestions in regard to legislation :—Tenants to be empowered to 
appeal to county courts against increases and the cost of procedure 
to be minimized; neither rent nor interest on pre-war mortgages to 
be raised above pre-war rates for the duration of the war; notices of 
determination of tenancy to be subject to the provisions of the Courts 
Emergency Act. , 

Mr. Long said the .action of the deputation had been a public 
spirited one and was specially welcome to the Government, who were 
busy investigating the matter, and had that day been considering the 
results of the inquiry by the Scottish Committee, which had been 
sitting to consider the subject. He referred in emphatic terms to 
what appeared to be regrettable action on the part of some mortgagees 
in requiring an increase in the rate of interest on mortgages, more 
especially as the effect of the war in regard to the value of their 
securities was less than the efiect on other securities. He promised 
to give full consideration to the proposals, though he could not give 
any pledge as to the action the Government might take. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


The Law Society. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) 
were successful at the Preliminary Examination held on 13th and 14th 
October, 1915 :— 
Brundell, William 

Frederick. 

Cook, Thomas William. 
Cowen, Henry Walter. 
Dennett, John. 
Jackson, Harry William Robert. 
Jones, Francis Elmore. 
Number of candidates, 26; passed, 12. 
By Order of the Council, 
E. R. Coox, Secretary. 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 
29th October, 1915. 


Obituary. 
Mr. Luke Owen Pike. 


Mr. Luke Owen Pike, who died recently in London, aged eighty, 
was a distinguished researcher in official records and other ancient 
documents, and is best known, perhaps, for his work on the Year Books. 
A scholar of Brasenose, he entered the Record Office after leaving 
Oxford, and was called to the Bar by Lincoln’s Inn in 1864. From 
1883 until a few years before his death he was engaged in editing and 
translating the Rolls Series of the Year Books of the reign of Edward 
III. This task was completed in 1911. In 1890 Mr. Pike became 
one of the inspectors under the Acts relating to the removal of valueless 
documents. He was a frequent contributor to the Law Quarterly 
Review, and he also wrote ‘‘ A History of Crime in England.” 


Mr. Alexander D. Gillespie. 


Second Lieutenant Alexander Douglas Gillespie, 4th, attached 2nd, 
Argyll and Sutherland Highlanders, previously reported ‘‘ missing, 


“A SURE INCOME FOR LIFE” 


is the title of a book which gives interesting 
information about all kinds of Annuities. A copy 
will be sent free on application to the Sun Life 
of Canada Offices. This Company quotes lower 
rates than any other first-class Company. Assets 
over £1 3,000,000, with strict Government supervision. 


Charles Langton, Joseph Lawrence. 
Moorhouse, Rowland Edward. 
Naylor, James. 

Neale, Arthur Frederick Hastings 
Potts, Charles. 

Simpson, Maurice Rowton. 














J. F. JUNKIN (Manager). 


SUN LIFE OF CANADA, 217, Canada House, 
Norfolk Street, London, W.C. 
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September in 
of Longcroft, 


stated to have fallen on 25th 
son of Mr. T. PB: Gillespie, 
Linlithgow. He was educated at Cargilfield and at Winchester 
College, for which he took a scholarship, and proceeded to New 
College, Oxford, also with a Scholarship and an Exhibition. In 1910 
he won the Ireland and First Craven Scholarships. When war was 
declared he was reading for the Bar. He at once volunteered his 
services, and had been at the front since February. He took part in 
the charge of the 93rd (2nd Argyll and Sutherland Highlanders) on 
25th September, and was seen to fall as he reached the German trench, 
being the only officer to get there. His younger brother, Second 
Lieutenant T. C. Gillespie, 2nd King’s Own Scottish Borderers, was 
killed in action in October last year. 


Mr. Hugh Makins. 


Captain Hugh Makins, 16th London Regiment (Queen’s Westminster 
Rifles), whose death is now officially announced, was killed in 
Flanders on 4th November. He was the youngest son of the late 
Henry Francis Makins and Mrs. Makins, of 160, Queen’s-gate. He 
was born on 18th November, 1881, and educated at Eton and Oriel 
College, Oxford, and was called to the Bar at the Inner Temple in 
1908. He served for some years in the Inns of Court O.T.C., which 
he rejoined at the outbreak of the war. He obtained a commission 
in the Queen’s Westminster Rifles in September, 1914, and joined the 
Ist Battalion in France at the end of January. His brother, Captain 
Geoffrey Makins, M.V.O., King’s Royal Rifle Corps, was killed in 
France on 23rd August. 


killed,”’ now 


was the elder 


believed 
France, 


Mr. Samuel R, T. A. M. Williams. 


Second Lieutenant Samuel R. T. A. M. Williams, Royal East Kent 
Yeomanry, died of wounds on 25th October while serving at the 
Dardanelles. The son of Mr. Bright Williams, of Broadstairs, he was 
born in June, 1884, and was admitted a solicitor in 1907, and practised 
also at Tunbridge Wells. He was gazetted on 24th April last, and 
formerly lieutenant in the South-Eastern Mounted Field 
Ambulance of the same brigade. On 13th September last he married 
Olive, third daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Mewburn, of Hawkwell-place, 
Pembury, Kent 


was 


Mr. Edward A. Cresswell. 


Captain Edward Arthur Cresswell, 1/6th South Staffordshire 
tegiment (T.F.), who fell on bth October in France, was a solicitor in 
Wolverhampton, having been admitted in 1905, and was well known in 
the Midland golfing world. He was a fine player, being rated at 
scratch, and during his career he accomplished many brilliant 
performances. For many years he occupied the post of match secretary 
to the South Staffordshire Golf Club, and under the signature of 
**Divots’’ contributed golfing notes to the Wolverhampton Lapress 
and Star. He was in his thirty-first year, and unmarried 


Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 
Amalgamation. 


solicitors, of 8, John Dalton-street, 


Messrs. TayLor, Kirkman, & Co., 
Manchester, have taken into partnership Mr. W. E. M. MArnpRrice, 
who has hitherto practised at 15, Old Millgate under the title of Lawton 
& Co. The two businesses will be amalgamated, and will be carried on 
after 1915 at 8, John Dalton-street, Manchester, under the name of 
Taylor, Kirkman; & Mainprice, but till the end of the year the busi- 
ness of Messrs. Lawton & Co. will be carried on at their present office, 


13, Old Millgate. 


Dissolutions. 


Georce Josern Bayspoor Porter, WitttAM Mozart Rvssei, and 
CAMPBELL WESTON FARRAR, solicitors (Farrar, Porter, & Co.), 2, Ward 
robe-place, Doctors’ Commons, in the city of London. Oct. 31. The 
said George Joseph Bayspool Porter and Campbell Weston Farrar will 
continue to carry on partnership at 2, Wardrobe-place, 
Doctors’ Commons aforesaid, under the style of Farrar, Porter, & Co 
The said William Mozart Russell will carry on business in his own 
name, at 9, Laurence Pountney-hill, Cannon-street, in the city of 
London 


ARCHIBALD WILLIAM StIRLinc, Henry Jostan HvuMM, and FREDERICK 
Fartey Davies, solicitors (Maddison, Stirling, Humm, & Davies), 33, 
Old Jewry, London, E.C. Sept. 30. So far as concerns the said 
Frederick Farley Davies, who retires from the said firm. The said 
Archibald William Stirling and Henry Josiah Humm will continue to 
carry on the said business in partnership under the style or firm of 
Messrs. Maddison, Stirling, & Humm. (Gazette, Nov. 5. 

Octave DE LA CHAPELLE and Jonn Moorwoop, Solicitors (De la 
Chapelle, Moorwood & Co.), % and 36, Gresham-street, in the City of 
London. Nov. 1, (Gazette, Nov. 9. 


business in 





General. 


teuter’s Agency learns that the British, French and Russian Govern. 
ments have concluded a loan of £1,600,000 with Greece, and that the 
money has already been placed at the disposal of the Hellenic 
Government. 


In fining four men at the Munitions Tribunal at Caxton Hall for 
bad time-keeping, which they pleaded was due to ill-health, the chair- 
man, Mr. Sherwood, said the cases would have been easier to deal with 
if the firfn had adopted the rule in regard to the notification of ill-health, 
as recommended by the Ministry of Munitions. 


A verdict of ‘‘ Found drowned ’’ was returned at Brighton on 
Tuesday at an inquest on the body of Mr. William Henry Nagle, 
fifty-one, retired barrister, whose body was found on the seashore 
half buried in the sand. He was left £18,000 many years ago, but 
lost it on the Stock Exchange, and had since been a beneficiary of the 
Barristers’ Benevolent Fund. 


In the House of Commons, on the 9th inst., Mr. Asquith, in reply to 
Mr. R. Gwynne, who asked the Prime Minister if the letter, dated 
lst August, 1914, from the Prime Minister and the then Chancellor of 
the Exchequer to the Bank of England, authorizing the suspension of 
the Bank Act, had now been cancelled, said:—The authority of 
ist August was never acted upon, and was superseded by Section 3 of 
the Currency and Bank Notes Act, 1914, which received the Royal 
Assent on Thursday, 6th August. On 7th and 8th August, as adequate 
supplies of currency notes were not for the moment available, certain 
notes of the Bank of England were used at the request of the Treasury 
for the purpose of advances to bankers under the Currency and Ban 
Notes Act, the maximum excess involved being £3,043,000. By 10th 
August the position as regards the banknotes had become norma! in all 
respects. 

One hundred and fifty employees of Vickers, Ltd., appeared at Barrow 
Munitions Court on Tuesday, about ninety being summoned for bad 
time-keeping. Two tribunals sat all day in order that the cases could 
be dealt with and the men get back to work. It was pointed out in one 
instance that a skilled aed had only seventeen full day attendances 
during the whole of this year. In another a man in charge of a gang 
had not worked a single full day in a month. The firm did not bring 
the complaints forward with a feeling of vindictiveness, but simply to 
show that not only soldiers but workmen must do their duty. The 
chairman (Mr. T. B, Mansfield, of Preston) said that he had dealt 
leniently in previous cases, so that the men might have ample warning, 
but it seemed he would have to resort to the other course. He com- 
mended to all the men the statement by Mr, R. Clynes, M.P., after 
his visit to the trenches, that munition work was as important as fight- 
ing. Numerous fines were imposed, varying from ls. to £3 


In the House of Commons, on the 4th inst., Sir A. Markham asked 
the Prime Minister whether, seeing that the amount of German capital 
in the British Empire greatly exceeds the amount of British capital in 
the German Empire, he would notify the German Government that at 
the end of the war German capital would be surcharged in respect to all 
air raids made by them on open and unfortified towns and places with 
an amount sufficient to pay full compensation to the dependents of 
persons killed, and also to those who had been injured, and also for the 
property destroyed? Mr. Asquith: No, Sir, without prejudice to such 
steps as may be taken on the termination of the war for securing due 
reparation for outrages inflicted by the enemy on non-combatants, I am 
not prepared to notify the German Government in advance of the 
procedure that we shall adopt. Sir A. Markham: Seeing that the 
Germap Government will be bankrupt after the war, how are we to get 
money out of them? 

A Reuter’s message from the Hague, dated 6th inst., says :—‘‘ The 
Dutch Government has decided to intern the crew of the German sub- 
marine U 8, which was recently towed to Terschelling, and to retain 
the vessel for the duration of the war. This decision is based upon 
the consideration that the vessel, having steered a wrong course, entered 
Dutch territorial waters and stranded within 1,600 metres of the low- 
water line off the coast of Terschelling. The damage to the vessel was 
not of a kind to oblige her to enter Dutch territorial waters, nor could 
the condition of the sea be pleaded as an excuse for this step. ~The 
commander of the submarine, therefore, it is pointed out, violated the 
regulation forbidding him to cross the limit of Dutch territorial waters. 
and he cannot claim to have his violation included in the category of 
exceptions to that rule.’’ 

In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, in reply to Sir C. Warner, 
Mr. Lloyd George said : The convictions for drunkenness in the Metro- 
politan Police District for the three weeks subsequent to the No-Treating 
Order show a marked diminution compared with the convictions for the 
four weeks prior to the Order, the weekly averages being 695 and 993 
respectively. He proceeded to read the police report of the effect of the 
Order, which was published in 7’he T'imes on 3rd November. 





The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
. Oxford” Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at “Ideal Homes” and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The “ Oxford’ is only genuine when connected with the 
name of Witu1aM Baker & Co.—({Advt.) 
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In the House of Commons, on the 4th inst., Mr. Asquith, replying to 
Mr. G. Terrell, said legislation would be necéssary before any distribu- 
tion could be made of naval prize bounty and ag money; and the 
Bill would be proceeded with without undue delay. 

At Willesden Police Court, on the 5th inst., Alderman Pinkham 
warned motorists that, by order of the Home Sedretary, they would be 


‘proceeded against for driving to the public danger through the darkened | 


streets, even though they might not be exceeding the speed limit. 


Dr. William Bruce Gordon-Hogg, Coroner for West Middlesex, who | 
had been ill for a considerable time, died this week at his residence, | 


Esmond-gardens, Bedford Park, Chiswick. He took his M.D. degree 
at Edinburgh in 1873, and was formerly president of the Royal Medical 
Society of Edinburgh. 

In the House of Commons on Thursday Mr. Runciman, in reply to 


Sir A. Markham, said :—‘‘ The whole question of shipping freights | 


has been carefully considered, and Orders in Council will be made 
to-morrow prohibiting British ships from carrying cargo from one 
foreign port to another foreign port except under 
authorising the Government to requisition ships in case of emergency 
for the carriage of foodstuffs, &c. [I understand from the Admiralty 
that there is power to requisition ships abroad, and ships have in fact 
been requisitioned abroad.” 


Mr. Asquith, replying to Mr. Peto, who asked the Prime Minister 


whether he could state what were the views of the Central Control 
Board (Liquor Traffic) on the subject of extending the provisions of the 
No-Treating Order to all parts of the United Kingdom, and whether 
he intended to introduce legislation to effect this, said: I have consulted 
the Central Control Board, who inform me that, in view of the results 
attained under the Board’s Orders, they think it expedient that pro- 
gress should continue for the present on existing lines. The Board are 
extending their action to further large and important areas after local 
inquiry in each case. 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Bonar Law, in reply to 
uestions by Sir E. Cornwall and Sir J. D. Rees, said he did not 
think that the assembling of an Imperial Council in London was 


sssible for the present, but as he had already told the House the | 
rime Ministers of the Dominions had been informed that His Majesty’s | 


Government would warmly welcome a visit from any or all of them. 
He had, however, no information that the representatives of any of the 
other Dominions had arranged to come. 

Sir F. E. Smith, says the Westminster Gazette, undertook at the 
Constitutional Club on the 4th inst. the defence of the lawyer- 
politician. He had no difficulty in making out a good case. 


community, and is as meaningless as are most catchwords. The 
record of the war in all countries presents the men who are lawyers 
as well as politicians in an excellent light. There are very good 
reagons in war time for making use of every kind of ability, and the 


Government of England has certainly not been backward of late in | 
i business men in many fields of | 
work. But the assumption that there is some training or experience | 


drawing upon the experience of trie 


in business life which makes the business man altogether superior to 
the lawyer in dealing with affairs is utterly wrong. Each has his own 
field, and of the vast majority of lawyers it has to be said that they 
do not rise to high places in the profession unless, combined with 
high mental equipment and personal energy, they have a first-hand 
acquaintance with affairs. 

It was announced at the meeting of the City Corporation on the 4th 


inst. that the result of the arbitration between Mr. Horner and the | 


Corporation on the price to be paid for Mr. Horner’s interests in 
Spitalfields Market had been an award of £284,500. The claim was 
for £600,000. The Corporation acquired power under the City of 
London (Spitalfields Market) Act, 1902, to buy Mr. Horner’s interest in 
the market by arbitration. The rights of Mr. Horner to hold markets 
and to levy tolls were considered in Aft. Gen. v. 
Journ. 498; 1913, 2 Ch. 140). 





licence, and 


There | 
is a great deal of silliness in this talk about lawyer-politicians. The | 
whole thing has paSSed into a catchword with a certain section of the | 


Horner (57 Sot. | 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 

Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 1. JOYCE, 

| Monday .. Nov. 15 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Greswell 

| Tuesday ...... 16 Borrer 

Wednesday .. 17 

Thursday - 18 

Friday 

Saturday 


Date. 


| Monday .. Nov. 
Tuesday 
Wednesday .. 

| Thursday .... 
Friday ...... 

Saturday 2 


Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE. 


Mr. Bloxam Mr. Leach 
Bloxam Jolly 
Jolly 


Borrer 
Goldschmidt 
Leach 


Goldschmidt 
Synge Church 
Farmer Greswell 
Church Jolly 
Goldschmidt Borrer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY. YounGcgER. 
Mr. Borrer Mr. Jolly 
Farmer Leach Greswell 
Goldschmidt Greswell Borrer 
Leach Jolly Synge 
Borrer Bloxam Farmer 
Greswell Synge Bloxam 


Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. 


Mr. Church 


Mr. Justice 
Eve. 

5 Mr. Farmer 
Synge 
Bloxam 
Goldschmidt 
Leach 


Church 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


LAST DAY oF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Oct. 29. 


ADAMS, MARY, Alpraham,. Cheshire Dec4 Cawley, Tarporley 

BAKER, HIRAM, Membury. Devon, Butcher Nov 30 Forward & Sons, Axminster 

BATHER, THOMAS, Tonbridge houses, King’s Cross Nov 29 Barfield & Child, Piowden 
b!dgs, Temple 

BEALRY, ELIZABETH GARDNER, Radcliffe, Lancs Nov 39 Pickstone, Radcliffe 

BEARDSHAW, EDWARD TAYLOR, Sheffield Nov 30 Bramley & Son, Sheffield 

BEOKINGSALE, EmMA, Chariton Kings, Gloucester Doc 14 Earengey & Pruen, Chelten- 


ham 
CAMAC, JOHN, Slough, Bucks Dec 10 James & James, Ely pl 
CLIFFE, ARTHUR HENRY, Acton, Middix Nov4 Davidson & Co, Acton 
CLINE, LIZZIE SARAH, Anefley Dec4 T mpler&Co, Gracechurch st 
| CoLES, SAM, Chardstock, Devon, Farmer Nov 3) Forward & Son , Axmi ster 
CUNDY, SIMEON, Silvertown Nov3) Bradshaw & Waterson, Fiisbury sq 
DAVIES, JOHN | LLEWELLYN, Milford Haven, Pem'i0ke Nov 30 Eaton-Evans & 
Williams, Haverfordwest 
| DAVIES. RICHARD DAVID ROCH, Pembroke Dec 15 Shut> & Swinson Birmingham 
DAWE, JOHN, Iifracombe Dec2 Rowe & Warren, Iifracom’e 
DENNIS, WALTER, Carshalton, Surrey Dec 4 Boulton & C», Northampton sq 
EDMUNDS, JOSEPH, Griffithstown, Mon, Grocer Dec20 Watkins & Co, Pontypool 
ELMORE, JOHN EDWARD, Whitby, nr Chester Nov23 Pedley & Co, Ellesmere Port 
| FAIRHURST, ELIZABETH, Southport Nov5 Taylor& Co, Wizan 
FEARN, JOSEPH, Burton on Trent, Engine Driver Nov25 Samble, Burton on Trent 
GALLAGHER, Capt ROLAND HENRY, Ashford, Middix Dec2 Preston & Foster, Craig's 
Court House, Charing Cross 
GIBBON, MARTHA, Tenby, Pembroke Nov 30 Bancroft, Tenby 
| Gorr, SUSANNAG, Harrold, Beds Dec8 Beech, Manchester 
| GOLDIE, MARK LEIGH, Fareham, Hants Nov30 Bu:gess & Co, New sq, Lincoln'sinn 
GoueéH, JOHN RICHARD, Union st, Southwark, Carpenter Dec8 Welfare & Welfare, 
Coleman st ° 
GRIFFITH, RICHARD, Carnarvon Nov 25 Ellis & Co, Carnarvon 
Guiry, Lucy, Linden gdns Dec! Hudson, Wadhurst 
a PAUL, Fairfax rd,Hampstead Nov 30 Malkin & Co, Rectory House, 
artin’s In 
HIDES, CHARLES ROBERT, Sheffield Nov 30 Irons, Sheffield 
| Hopson, ELIZABETH CHARLOITE, Reigate Nov25 Savery & Stevens, Fen ct, 
| Fenchurch st 
HOLMES, RICHARD HENRY, NewcastleonTyne Nov 23 Patrick & Son, Durham 
| JOHNSON, SAMUEL ARTHUR, Roehampton, surrey Dec 13 Collins & Simmons, Bath 
KETTERER, JOSEPH, Ware, Mertford, Caterer Nov 30 Gisby & Son, Ware, Herts 
| LEACH. SARAH MARTIN, Cheltenham Dec 11 Treasure, Gloucester 
| MCNAIR, SYBILLA MACKENZIE KIRKLAND, Aylesbury, Bucks Dec 4 
St Bene't chmbrs, Fenchurch st 
| MANFORD, ELLEN, Newcastle upon Tyne Dec 1 Hudson, Wadhurst 
| MAY, HENRIETTA SOPHIA, Winchester Noy,30 Faithfull, Winchester 
MORRIS, MARGARET, Liwydcoed, Alerdare Nov 18 Thomas, Aberdare 
PARADISE, HENRY, Dursley, Glouctster Novi8 Franci'l n, Dursley 
PaRKER THOMAS, and WILLIAM PARKER, Cranham, Upminster, Essex, Farmers Nov 22 
H not & Hunt, Romford 
| RAPHAEL EDWARD N, Paris, Banker Nov !2 Styer, Fenchurch st 
| ROBINS, ALMIRIA SEBELLA, Clift nville Margat: Nov 25 Pilcher, Margate 
| Rogers, MARY ELIZABETH, Holb:ton, Devon, Licensxd Victualler Nov.6 Shelly & 
John, Plymouth . 
— ERNEST, Hillst, Mayfar Dec 11 Holm3s & Co, Capel H use, New 
ro d st 


Ince & Co 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STRAT, LONYDowW, 


ESTABLISHED IN 890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Ses:ions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases 


or Mortgages 
application. ~ 


of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent un 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation aiso insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR 


PROSPEGTUS. 
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SAMPSON, GEORGE, Axminster, Devon, Tailor Nov 30 Forward & Sons, Axminster 

SHEARMAN, James EDWARD, Gloucester st, Belgrave rd, Solicitor Decl Gasquet & Co, 
Creat Tower st 

Siro, ALFRED JoHN, Cowley, Middix Novi0 Phillips & Son, Laaeaee rd 

SmirH, THOMAS, Horley, Surrey Dec 31 Stevens & Son, Brighton 

SNELL, EMMA MaRtA, Brockley rd, Kent Decl Foy, Walvrcok 

STANFORD, FRANCIS RicHarp, Kingston on Tha nes, Engineer 
inn, Strand 

SUMNER, ToM, Leamington Spa, Wine Merchant Dec8 Passman, Leamington Spa 

TAYLOR, JouN, Old Colwyn, Denbigh Nov 26 Tuaberner, Tyldesley 

TINKER, JOHN Thongsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer Nov 30 
Armitage & Co, Huddersfield 

THOMAS, DAVID, Merthyr Tydfil Dec 15 Watkins & Co, Pontypool 

TREWHELLA, Henry ELLery, Torquay Nov 2% Kitsons & Co, Torq 


Dec4 Shaw, Clement's 


WALKER, ALICE Mary, and E.uizaBpeTH WALKER, both of San Diego. California, USA 


Decll Gradwell & Co, Liverpool 
WARD, Ropert, Wharics, nr Kirkham, Lancs 
WILSHER, Henry Tuomas, Church rd, 

Tottenham 
WILSON, ISAAC, Higher Sutton, Macclesfield, Stone Mason Dec8 Hand, Macclesfield 
WRIGHT, HARRIET ELIZABETH, Eyam, Derby Nov 29 Taylors, Bakewell 


Dec 18 Ward & Newsham, Preston 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 2. 


ALLFRRY, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Stanbury, nr Reading Dec 15 Trotter & Patteson, 
Victoris st 

BAKER. *REDERICK EKINS, Clarendon, Dover 
Bloomsbary 


BARBER, — ‘aman Chipley, Bickington, Devon 
Ab 


Dec2 Routh & Co, Southampton et, 


Nov30 Hacker & Michelmore, Newton 


Lee & Co, Birmingham 


panvuane, —— Shepperton on Thames Nov 30 at 
pc 1 


BuzIAU, FLORENCE VICTORINE, Bartholomew rd, Kentish Town 
Jewry 
CARTER, GEORGE, Bitterne Park, Southampton 


Cox, Old | 
Dec7 Pearce & Keele, “outhampton 


Tottenham Nov 30 Burrows, High rd, | 


DEAN, Grorae, Moldgreen, Huddersfield, Mill Furntsher Dec 14 Ramsden & Cg 
Huddersfield : 

Des, ANNIE MARIA, - aay rd, Shepherd's Bush Decl Cartwright & Cunning 
Paternoster 

DENMAN, SARAH AnD, North Collingham, Notts Dec31 Mee & Co, Retford 

DICKINSON, WALTER, West Cottingworth, Yorks, Carpenter Nov9 Bailey & H 
Sel 

Mok. By Slough, Bueks Decl Peacock & Co, Field ct, Gray's inn 

Dopp, GEorGE, Roe dale, Farmer Nov 15 Stott, Rochdale 

DUNN, RaTrcLirr, Horley, Surrey Dec 10 Laytons. Budge row ; 

ELLIOTT, ELIZABETH, Leight n Buzzard Nov 22 Bliss &5 ns, High Wycombe 4 

FINCH, ALICE SUSAN, Upper Marylebone st, Portland pl Dec 10 Picsse & Sons, OM 
Jewry chmbrs 

FREEMAN, WILLIAM, Heightington, nr Bewdley, Farmer Dec10 Marcy & 
Bewd Y 

GARDNER, CHAR Harrow, Middix Nov29 Stewart, Clement’s inn 

| Gt-vORD, ALEXANDER JAMES, Sunderland, Average Adjuster Nov 20 ae 
Morton, Sund+riand 

GREBNW'-OD, MARTHA, Snaith, Yorks Dec12 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 

| HaMMenD, ROBERT, Victoria st, Westminszer, Civil Engineer Dec 15 Trotter & Patteso, 
Victoria st 

| £ Nos, JoHN, Linth Middlesbrough Dec 3 Watson, Middlesbrough 

} Hrearms, i FREDERICK BEADERT WILLIAM, Dunsmure rd, Stamford Hill, Electric Eng 

} Dec 13 Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st 

ease MarirA Loursa, Bury St Edmunds Nov29 Kekewich & Co, Suffolk In 

Kisestow, WILLIAM, Bedford Nov 30 Peskover & Co, Leeds 
LEVY, BEsstx, Wellington ct, Albert gate Dec 10 Clarke & Co, Gresham House, Old 
Broad - 





st 

Ottver, Jac »sB, York Dec 11 Holtby & Procter, York 

| OPPENHEIMER, LOUISA MATILDA. Hy.le Park mans Dec 1) Armitage & Co, Gt se 

H 

| OWEN, Epavap BLACKeTT, Upper Berkeley st Dec 6 Withers & Co, Arundel a 
‘Stra 

PRARMUED, ay SAMUEL, Tunbridge Wells, Pharmaceutical Chemist Dec 8 Young 


Cawoop, MARY, Hove, Sussex ; Rev KDWARD Hay CRANE CAWOOD, Fa'mouth ; WILLIAM 


ly pl 
BENJAMIN CRANE CAWoOD, Hove, Sussex, Capt, Royal Field Artillery Bec 10 | Roeens, ARNOLD Caane, Trimpley, nr Bswdley, Worcester Dec 10 Marcy & Co” 
wdley 
Baddiley & Co, Doncaster 
Broad & Co, Great Win- 


| 
Howard, Clifford's | 
' 


M ay & Co, Bewdley 
c —— ENRY Joy, Jun, Doncaster, Surgeon Dec 1 
CooxE, Manta, Norwich Dec 2 Goodchild, Norwich 


CROMPTOY, PAUL, Gilston rd, Kensington, Merchant Dec 31 


chester st 


DAUBENY, HENRIETTA AGNES, St Gabriel's rd, Cricklewood 


inn 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Oct. 29. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALDRICH, HERBERT EVAN, Ruthin, Denbigh, Ironmonger 
Nov 6at12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

BOARDMAS, EDWARD ASPINALL, Bolton, Journeyman 
Butcher Nov 6 at 11 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, 
Bolton 

Corron, HeNRY SAMURL BAKER, North Walsham, Nor‘olk, 
Bookseller Nov 6 at lz Off, Rec, 8, King st, Nor 
wich 

Jounson Joun Lovts, Chesterfie'd, Derby, Tailor Nov 8 
at 12 Off Reo, 4, Castle pl, : ark st, Nottingham 

Jongs, ISaac RICHARD, Porth, Glam, Grocer Novy 10 at 
11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St. Catherine 
st, Pontypridd 

KINNEAR, CHARES MAXWELL, Edgware rd, Corn Mer- 
chant Nov 8 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

LEW, CAROLINE, Porth, Glam NovQat 11.15 Off Rec, 
St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pontypridd 

LoWE, HERBERT Simpson, Leeds, Crane Driver Nov 6 at 
10,30 Off Rec, 24, ond st, Leeds 

Luoas, W M, Southampton st, Bloomsbury Nov 8 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MCMITCHELL, JoSEPH, Liverpool, Steamer Attendant 
Nov 9atill Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale 
st, Liverpool 

MULLEY, HENRY GORGE, Forest hill, Corn Merchant 
Nov6at11380 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

PorTOH, Henry, Canonbury rd, Butcher Nov'l0 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

RICHARDS, ALBERTOS GEORGE, Devonport, 
Licensed Victualler Nov 8at3.15 Off Rec, 

ter, Plymouth 

TOMLINSON, JAMES, Levenshulme, Manchester, Travelling 
Draper Nov5at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

WRIGHT, FRANCIS JOSEPH, Bury St Edmunds, Licensed 
Victualler Nov 8 at 2.15 Off Rec, 36, Princes st 


Ipswich 
ADJU DICATIONS; 


ALDRICH, HERBERT Evan, Ruthin, a Ironmonger 
Wrexham Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 


Devon, 
7, Buck- 


BATS¥ORD, WILLIAM JouN, Hoddesdon, Herts, Fishmonger 


ford Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 25 
BERESFORD, ADEN, Eastbourne Esstbourne Pet July 23 
Ord Oct 27 
BOTSFORD, w M, Montague mans, Baker st 
Pet Aug 27 Ord Oct 26 
CREIGHTON, WILLIAM, Leek, Staffs, 7 Manufacturer 
Macclesfield Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 
a WILLIAM Henry WALTER, Wembley, 
Boot Salesman 8t A!bans gPet Oct 4 Ord Uct 27 
LEMBCKE, EDUARDO 
High ‘Court Pet Jan 2 Ord Oct 27 
LEWIS, CAROLINE, Porth, Glam Pontypridd Pet Oct 25 
Ord Oct 25 
LLOYD, GEreRGE FRANCIS, pee, 
Northampton Pet June 21 Ord Oc 
LOWE, HERBERT SIMPSON, Leeds, = 


Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Sheffield, Boot Dealer Sheffield 


MESSENGER, THOMAS, 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oot 25 
Boat Pro- 
Ord Oct 23 


PARKER, PHILIP SEAMAN, Surbiton, Surrey, 
prietor Kingston, Surrey Pet June 24 

PorTCH, HENRY, Ly y, Butcher High Court Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Oct 2 

REYNOLDS, JAMES Catan, Scarborough, Laundry Pro- 
prietor Scarborough Pet Oct 27 Ord Oct 27 

SHEARD, CHARLES PERCY, Harrow on the Hill 8t Albans 
Pet July 10 Ord Oct 27 


Accountant 


—— Leeds 


High Court | 


Middx, | 


Gustave, Cromweil rd, Kensington | 





Serjeante’ inn 
Dec 8 








SopeR, WILLIAM JosErH, Paignton, Devon, Beer 
Retailer Plymouth Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 

TYLER, ARTHUR OSMOND, Margate Canterbury Ord 
June 25 Ord Oct 23 

WILKINSON, NATHANIEL GEORGE, Hailsham, 
Coal Merchant Eastbourne Pet Oct 26 
Oct 26 
Amended Notice substituted for thit published in 

the London Gazette of Oct. 26: 

LANE, CHARLES OLIVER, jun, Blackpool 

Blackpool Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 
London Gazette.—1 UESDAY, Nov. 2 
RECEIVING ORDERS 

BRIDGETT, SAMUEL, L-igh, Staffs, Coal Merchant Burton 
on Trent Pet Octl4 Ord Oct 29 

DADLBY, BENJAMIN LEBAY, Bute st, South Kensington 
Engineers’ Draughtsman High Court Pet Oct 30 
Ord Oct 30 

DAViEs, Davip, Briton Ferry, Glam, Grocer Neath Pet 
Oct 


Ord Oct 28 
High Court Pet Sept 22 


Sussex. 
Ord 


‘Cycle Agent 


FIELDING JOHN, Manchester, 
Ord Oct 29 

Foot, WILLIAM JAMES, Stourpaine, Dorset, Farmer Dor- 
chester Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

HARRISON, JOHN EDWARD, Windermere, Westmorland 
Froiterer Kendal Pet Oct29 Ord 0:t 29 

Jones, EMMA, Treharris, Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

PovuLTER, THOMAS, Church Fenton, Yorks 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Roserts THOMAS, a re.. Glam, Carpenter Ponty- 
pridd Pet Oct 28 t 28 

SMALLWOOD J, & -_ Duke st, Adelphi High Court Pet 
Oct 1 Ord Oc 

STEWART, cenwane 2 00, St Mary Axe, East India Mer- 
chants High Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 28 

TAYLOR, SAM, Loughborough, Brake Proprietor Leicester 
Pet Oct 29 Ord ‘ict 29 

Twiss, FREDERIC WILLIAM, and WALTER JOSEPH TWISSs, 
} + ma Booksellers Barnstaple Pet Oct 28 Ord 

t 28 


York Pet 


ALBERT JOHN, Gainsb Engi 8 


WATKINS, ry <oe 
Labourer Lincoln Pet Oct29 Ord Oc 
WHYTE, JOHN RICHARDS, Queen st pi, Merchant High 
Court Pet July 28 Ord Oct 28 

WHYTE, FERREIRA & Co, Queen st pl, South pmeten 
Merchants Hivh Court Pet June10 Ord Oct 

Younes, ey wey ay Wheelwright Notting: 
ham t Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Youne, TaEvon FITZGERALD, Hendon, Engineer Barnet 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


eae wry PALFREEMAN, Scarborough, Baker Nov 9 
15 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborou, 
cunseunen, WILLIAM, Leek, Staffs, Bobbin Manufacturer 
ad ll'at 12 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccle:- 
e 

DADLEY, BENJAMIN LEBAY, Bute st, South Kensington, 
Engineers’ Draughtsman Nov 12 at 1 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Drx, LILLIAN, Oldbury, Worcester Nov 10 at 1130 Rus- 
kin chmors, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

EATON, THOMAS, Raynes Park, Wimbledon, = Nov 9 
at 11 182, York rd, Westminster B; 

a bY, Manchester Nov 12 at il , 


Forrs, Tom, Vickersiey, nr Rotherbam, Labourer Nov 
Oat 12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

FRANKLIN, HARRY WALTER, Gloucester ter, Hyde — 
Stockbroker Nov9at 12 Bankra bi 

HARTLEY, Henry Lea, Burnley, Bi ith 
315 Of Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 





Carey st 
ov lat 





SAYNOR, CAROLINE, and GEORGE SAYNOR, Moortown, Leeds Nov 22 Hutley, Leeds 
SHATTOOK, Capt MONTAGU MANCH\, Lechan gdns, Keasington Del Wedlake & Co, 


SQUIRRELL, ROSETTA, Ipswich Novis Turner & Co, Ipsvich 
Teeawzom, EMMA, Doncaster Dec 7 Dawson & Burgess, Doncaster 
WILLIAMSON, ANN, Salford Dc18 Chapman & Co, Manchester 


a 


LANE, CHARLES OLIVER (the Younger), Blackpool, Cycle 
Agent Novl0 at3 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, 7 


ton ¢ 
MESSENGER, THOMAS, Sheffield, Boot Dealer Nov 10 at 18 
Off Rec, Figtree in, Sheffield be 
NEAL, ARTHUR, Nott Nov 10 at 11 Off Reo, 
Castile pl, Park st, Notti e 
HOMAS, Church Fenton, Yorks Nov 16 at § 
Rec, The Red House, Dunc mbe pl, York a 
Procter, THOMAS HENRY, Orieton, Hereford, F 
Nov 10 at 2.30 2, Offa st, Herefo 
REYNOLDS, JAMES a 2 Laundry Propri 
Nov 9 at 4.30 Rec, 48, Westborough, &c 


Lenny - 

RobpERTS, THOMAS, Caerphilly, Glam, Carpenter Nov 
at 11.45 Off Rec, S3tCatherine’s chmbrs, St Ca’ 
rine st, Pontypridd 

SMALLWOOD, J, & Co, Duke ms Adelphi Nov 10 at 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 4 

SOPER, WILLIAM JOSEPH, Paignton, Devon, Beer and V 
| gale 3.15 Off Rec, 7, Buckland 

STEWART STEWART & COMPANY, = Mary Axe, Rast | : 
Merchants Nov 11 at Bankruptcy bi 


STORR, Rosedale Wes Yorks Nov9 at 4 
Rec, 48, West Searb- 

Wate, FERREIRA AND Co, Queen st pl, South Ame } 
Merchants Nov 12 at 12 kruptcy 


Carey st 
WILKINSON, NATHANIEL GEORGE, Hailsham, 
Merchant Nov 9at12 Off Rec, 124, Maribe 0 


Coal 
pl, Brighton 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


DADLEY, BENJAMIN LEBAY, Bute st, South Kensingt 
— Draughtsman Hig. Court Pet Oct 


Oct 80 
DAVIES, Davip, Briten Ferry, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 


Drx, LILLIAN, Oldbury, Worcester West Bromwich 
Oct 7 Ord Oct 28 
EATON, a = Raynes me Builder Ki 


Surrey Pet Lm Ord Oc 

— JOSEPH Old “Sond st, Estate 

= Court Fs July is Ord Oct 29 <3 

oor ILLIAM JAMES, ne, Dorset, armer 
Cheater Pet Oct 23. Ord bet 22 

HARRISON, JOHN EDWARD, Winderm We 

; a — Pet Oct 29 =—S 29 4 

ACKSON ROBERT, Liver Comm Agen’ 

Ord bet 30 


Pet June 2 
oe Pau J Hampton, Middix Credit D 
t Oct 4 Ord Oct 29 
Merthyr 


J Ly ry i M 
onmp ey wrote, Tydfi erthyr 


soumh “Isaac RICHARD, Porth, Glam, Grecer Pont; 
Pet Oct 7 Ord Oct 30 
es — THoMas, Church he York, Retired 
keeper York Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 
Procror, THOMAS iawn, oan, Hereford, F 
Leominster Pet Oct6 Ord Oc 
ROBERTS, THOMAS, 
Pet Oct 
TAYLOR, SAM, Lough 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
TOMLINSON, JAMES, Aancheter, zapeding Draper 
chester Ord Oct 28 
Twa FREDERIC +A, aod WALTER JOsEPH 
racombe, Books:llers, Barnstaple Pet Oct 28 


Waeatun ALBERT JOHN, Bn yt 
Laboprer Lincoln Pet Oct 29 
YOUNG, CHARLES, Beeston, Notts, Wheelwright Ne 

bam Pet-Oct 3s Ord Oct 3s 





1, Cycle 
at, Pret 


vloatle 
ff Rec, & 
16 at § 


, Farme 


-roprictar 
fh, Scar 








